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INTRODUCTION 
The leadership role of the department executive officer (DEO) has 
become a critical element to the success of academic departments and the 
basic mission of higher education (McCarthy, 1986; Tucker, 1984). Recent 
technological, societal and demographic changes have forced 
administrators to look beyond traditional academic and administrative 
responsibilities for survival. Leadership practices of the department 
executive officer in agricultural education must be identified and 
developed to ensure growth and prosperity of the profession. 
According to Mannebach (1990), changes have occurred at an 
unprecedented rate within agricultural education, agricultural industries 
and educational systems. Dramatic changes in student enrollment, as 
reported by Bowen (1987), in secondary, post-secondary and university 
programs in the College of Agriculture and Agricultural Education have 
stimulated concerns for accountability at all levels. The call for 
leadership was clearly expressed by the profession in the January 1990 
edition of The Agricultural Education Magazine entitled "Theme : A 
Mission Statement" (Zurbrick, 1990). The agricultural education 
profession has recognized that changes are occurring and are necessary. 
Innovative and effective leadership must be provided to identify and meet 
the needs of our society and the profession. 
Cunningham (1985) indicated that in times of change, people search 
for the right kind of leadership which will help them survive and even 
prosper in turbulent times. He emphasized that leadership can lend 
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stability and productivity to educational institutions and can help 
prepare today's leaders for even more turbulent times in the years to 
come. Cunningham indicated that a major requirement for successful 
leadership in the future at any level is that leaders must have a desire 
to lead and must have a positive attitude and concern about people. 
According to McLaughlin et al. (1975), department executive officers 
perform three major roles which include academic, leadership and 
administrative responsibilities. Middlebrook and Trail (1986) indicated 
that it is the department chairperson and the quality of leadership at 
the departmental level which will determine the department's 
effectiveness. What the department chair does or does not do will have a 
major effect on the achievement of the department's basic mission 
(Middlebrook and Trail, 1986). 
The academic department is the primary unit in the university for 
faculty involvement in governance, the majority of productivity, and 
advancement in academic careers (Middlebrook and Trail, 1986). Since 
academic departments are the work environments of faculty members, 
chairpersons are held accountable for promoting faculty productivity 
(Mitchell, 1987). 
The department chair is responsible to provide leadership 
specifically in the areas of instruction and research (Bennett, 1982). 
According to McLaughlin et al. (1975), the DEO's leadership role should 
involve tasks such as supporting, developing, motivating, and evaluating 
faculty members. McLaughlin noted that a major developmental role of the 
department chair is to maintain a high level of faculty professionalism. 
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Newcomb and Clark (1985) conducted a case-study of faculty members 
in the College of Agriculture at Ohio State University. He reported that 
faculty expressed very high levels of satisfaction in the following 
areas: achievement, interpersonal relations, the work itself and 
responsibility. Newcomb reported that the primary faculty dissatisfiers 
were found in the areas of advancement policy, administration, 
recognition, salary, supervision, and working conditions. Newcomb 
concluded that understanding faculty satisfaction levels can contribute 
to greater productivity and less burnout. 
Chairpersons and faculty identified the roles of communicator, 
facilitator, and academic leader as critical for the development of 
faculty vitality (Seagren et al., 1986). Bogue (1985) noted that a major 
responsibility of the chairperson is to see that goals are defined and 
communicated. Bogue indicated that department chairs need not personally 
set the goals for an institution, college, or department, but they must 
assume a prominent responsibility for goal-setting and keep a vision of 
mission before their colleagues. 
Research conducted by Kouzes and Posner (1988a) indicated that there 
are patterns of behavior that people use to get extraordinary things 
done. The results of a content analysis of 1300 personal best situations 
indicated that successful leaders utilize behaviors which are 
characteristic of five leadership practices: (1) challenging the process 
by searching for opportunities, experimenting and taking risks; (2) 
inspiring a shared vision by envisioning the future and enlisting others 
in the vision; (3) enabling others to act by fostering collaboration and 
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strengthening others; (4) modeling the way by setting an example and 
planning small wins; and (5) encouraging the heart by recognizing 
contributions and celebrating accomplishments. 
According to Kouzes and Posner (1988a), leadership is an observable, 
learnable set of practices. Based on this assumption, Kouzes and Posner 
contend that given the opportunity for feedback and practice, those with 
desire and persistence to lead can substantially Improve their abilities 
to do so. 
A study conducted by McCarthy (1986) confirmed findings of other 
researchers that: (1) chairpersons are generally drawn from faculty 
ranks and assume the position having little or no adminsitratlve 
experience; (2) few opportunities for orientation and training are 
available to them; (3) department chairpersons hold a "key" 
administrative and leadership role as first line managers that directly 
affects the success and growth of the department; and (4) department 
chairpersons need, want, and deserve preservice and Inservice development 
in very specific areas. According to Knight and Holen (1985), department 
chairpersons are responsible for as much as 80 percent of all 
administrative decisions made in colleges and universities. As the need 
for administrative leadership increases, it will be more important for 
chairpersons to have professional training. 
Leadership practices required of the department chair have become 
more complicated as Institutions of higher education struggle for their 
own survival as a result of change (Tucker, 1984). Budget cuts and 
increasing operating complexities have led deans and other university 
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administrators to delegate more and more tasks to department chairpersons 
(Tucker, 1984). Though the role of the department chair continues to 
grow, the opportunities for training and development remain limited. 
According to Tucker, It is In the best interest of colleges and 
universities to ensure that department chairpersons become as 
knowledgeable as possible about planning, management and leadership 
techniques. 
Statement of the Problem 
Limited research has been conducted in agricultural education to 
identify leadership practices of department executive officers (DEOs). 
Research has not been conducted to Identify existing and needed 
leadership practices of DEOs in agricultural education. Such research is 
needed to further develop the leadership skills of department executive 
officers. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to assess the leadership practices 
utilized by department executive officers (DEOs) in Agricultural 
Education. To accomplish this purpose, the following research objectives 
guided the study: 
1. To Identify demographic characteristics of department executive 
officers, faculty members, and their departments. 
2. To assess the leadership practices used by department executive 
officers (DEOs) in Agricultural Education as Indicated by self-
evaluation and faculty evaluations. 
To compare the self-evaluations of Agricultural Education DEOs with 
the leadership practices reported by the faculty members. 
To ascertain and compare leadership behaviors used by DEOs In 
Agricultural Education as reported by DEOs and faculty members. 
To determine the relationship between leadership practices used by 
DEOs and selected demographic factors. 
To compare leadership practices of DEOs in Agricultural Education 
with norm data obtained from successful leaders in public and private 
companies. 
To identify potential leadership training needs of DEOs in 
Agricultural Education. 
Hypotheses to be Tested 
There are no significant differences among the DEOs' leadership 
practices used when grouped by: 
a. DEO job responsibilities; 
b. number of assistant, associate, and full professors in the 
department; 
c. years of experience as DEO; 
d. AATEA region; 
e. educational background; 
f. leadership training; 
g. age of DEO; 
h. college affiliation (agriculture or education); 
1. previous job experience of DEO; 
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j. job description. 
2. There are no significant differences among the DEOs' leadership 
practices as perceived by faculty members when grouped by; 
a. faculty position 
b. years in current position 
c. years worked with DEO. 
3. There are no significant differences between DEOs and subordinates' 
perceptions of the leadership practices used in agricultural 
education departments. 
Assumptions 
1. The DEO will answer the questionnaire in relation to current 
leadership practices used and not on the leadership practices desired 
by the DEO. 
2. The faculty member answered the questionnaire honestly and had an 
accurate representative view of the DEO's leadership practice used. 
Limitations 
1. The population of the DEOs in Agricultural Education is limited. 
2. The DEOs do not supervise the same faculty or the same number of 
faculty. 
Definitions and Terms 
Leadership; The ability to Influence or motivate an individual or a 
group of individuals to work willingly toward a given goal or objective 
under a specific set of circumstances (Tucker, 1984, p. 41). 
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Administration : Educational Administration is a specialized set of 
organizational functions whose primary purposes are to insure the 
efficient and effective delivery of relevant educational services 
(Knezevich, 1984, p. 9). 
Management ; The process involving the coordination and integration 
of all resources, both human and technical, to accomplish various 
specific results (Haimann and Hilgert, 1987, p. 31). 
Transformational leadership; Leadership which instills commitment 
and motivation to excel in the members of the organization (Burns, 1978). 
Department Executive Officer (DEO): The DEO in Agricultural 
Education consists of department heads, chairpersons, coordinators and 
supervisors who supervise at least one teacher educator who holds the 
rank of assistant professor, associate professor, or full professor. 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Agricultural education has endured many changes, ranging from the 
development and implementation of secondary vocational agriculture 
programs and extension to the current emphasis on international programs. 
Rapid changes occurring in the agricultural economy and the number of 
clientele served has prompted a re-evaluation of the program's goals and 
its mission. The agricultural education profession has responded with a 
call for leadership to address the changing needs. A review of the 
literature has revealed limited information regarding the leadership 
practices utilized within agricultural education departments. 
Middlebrook and Trail (1986) indicated that the department executive 
officer (DEO) is the key administrator and leader in the academic 
department. The leadership provided by the DEO will have a major effect 
on the future of the agricultural education profession. 
The purpose of this review is to identify and discuss research and 
related literature regarding leadership roles, practices, and needs of 
the department executive officer's in higher education and relate the 
findings to agricultural education. To accomplish this goal, relevant 
literature has been reviewed and organized into the following categories: 
the role of the department executive officer (DEO), leadership practices 
and behaviors of successful DEOs, faculty perceptions of a successful 
DEO, common problems of DEOs, DEO leadership training needs, leadership 
practices utilized by successful leaders, and a brief discussion of the 
research instrument. 
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The Role of the Department Executive Officer 
The role of department executive officer can be very diverse between 
academic departments and universities. Tucker (1984) identified a 
variety of responsibilities included in the role of the DEO which include 
department governance, instruction, faculty affairs, student affairs, 
internal communication, budget and resources, office management, 
professional development of self and staff, and communication with upper 
level administration, the public, special interest groups, and other 
departments. 
McLaughlin et al. (1975) found that DEOs perform three major 
roles which Include academic, administrative and leadership 
responsibilities. Academic duties Included student involvement, 
teaching, advising, development of curriculum, and encouraging research. 
Administrative duties Included maintaining records, administering che 
budget, managing support staff and maintaining a linkage with central 
administration. 
McLaughlin discovered that the DEO is most comfortable in the 
academic role, prefers the administrative role least and obtains the 
greatest level of satisfaction from the leadership role. The leadership 
role described in the research Involved tasks such as supporting, 
developing, motivating, and evaluating faculty members. 
Results of Blalock's study (1987) supported McLaughlin's research by 
Identifying the academic program, faculty concerns, and operation of the 
department as their most important responsibilities. 
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Leadership Practices and Behaviors of Successful DEOs 
In nearly every department In Mitchell's (1987) study, the chair­
person preferred a team approach compared to relying on the productivity 
of a few stars. Chairpersons Interviewed In this study Indicated that 
faculty Involvement In their work, department, academic discipline, and 
their institution was essential for department effectiveness. The 
importance of involvement and teamwork was supported by an extensive 
study by Bowen and Schuster (1986). They found that high faculty morale 
was associated with a strong desire to work as a team. 
Onyeche (1988) interviewed six department chairpersons in 
Pennsylvania to identify their leadership and management skills. The 
analysis of the data revealed that most of the department chairpersons 
used a leadership style that was characterized by a cooperative approach 
to influence faculty, staff and students. The majority of department 
chairpersons identified human relation skills, communication skills and 
technical skills (disciplinary field knowledge, and teaching and research 
capabilities) to be the most Important skills for departmental 
leadership. 
A study conducted by Mitchell (1987) identified chairperson 
management strategies derived from on-site interviews with nineteen 
department chairpersons. The first factor discovered was a strong value 
system which guided the selection and utilization of management 
strategies. Values most often expressed and exemplified by the 
outstanding chairpersons included: concern for others, unselfishness, 
fairness, honesty, mutual trust, respect, professional freedom. 
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responsibility, proactive leadership, open communication, colleglality, 
cooperation, flexibility, versatility, collective excellence, and 
teamwork. 
Successful chairpersons mentioned strategies aimed at creating a 
nurturing environment for faculty (Mitchell, 1987). They identified 
tangible rewards and needed supplies along with Intangible blocks of time 
for research were found to help decrease faculty frustration, and 
minimize conflict. Chairpersons involved in the study had a prevailing 
philosophy that the chairperson works for the faculty, rather than the 
faculty working for the chair, and the job should work for the individual 
rather than the Individual working for the job. 
Skipper (1976) found that effective university leaders tend to be 
more ethical, honest, calm, alert, insightful, and generated more ideas 
than ineffective leaders. In a later study. Skipper (1978) discovered 
that these traits could be collapsed into three general factors: (1) 
willingness to act; (2) ethical-thoughtfulness; (3) flexibility. 
Mitchell (1986) provided information to support a congruent 
Interaction of the chairperson's values (basic beliefs), the department's 
stage of development (goals), and the management strategies (leadership 
activities and actions) utilized assured chairperson leadership 
effectiveness. Mitchell Indicated that effectiveness can be further 
enhanced by congruence in values and goals of faculty and administration. 
In a study conducted by Ortyoyande (1984) of departmental 
leadership, the investigator found no significant relationship between 
leader behavior of department chairs and age, or educational background. 
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A significant positive relationship was discovered between leadership 
experience and leader behavior. 
Kanter (1983) stated that power should be used in order to effect 
change and innovation. She indicated effective institutions have a 
person in the driver's seat and support for that person has been gained 
through the building and using of teams. Tucker (1984, p. 6) defined 
power "as the ability of an individual to effect a change in someone's 
behavior, a change that might not otherwise occur." 
In a college or university setting (Tucker, 1984), the ability to 
persuade or influence may be the most effective power available to 
individuals in positions of leadership. Tucker categorized power of 
administrators, managers and leaders into three types; these include: 
power from formal authority, position power, and personal power. 
Tucker described formal power as the right of an individual to 
allocate resources or to enforce policies and regulations. Position 
power was defined as having an appropriate title or position. Tucker 
described personal power as a derivative of peers' respect for and 
commitment to the chairperson. According to Tucker, personal power was 
perceived by faculty as possessing some of the following characteristics 
fairness in dealing with people, good interpersonal skills, national or 
international reputation in the discipline, expertise in some area of 
knowledge, influence with the dean, respect in the academic community, 
ability and willingness to help faculty members develop professionally, 
ability to obtain resources for the department, highly regarded by upper 
level administration, knowledgeable about how the college operates. 
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informed of the aspirations, plans and hidden agendas of the 
institutions' decision-makers, and the ability to manage the department 
efficiently (Tucker, 1984). Tucker concluded that personal power of a 
department chair is not a power that can be assumed; it is a power that 
must be earned. 
Pfeffer (1981) stressed that leaders of universities and other 
public and nonprofit organizations have an even greater need for 
understanding the use of power than do leaders in the private sector 
because public organizations have diverse and often conflicting goals. 
McClelland's research (1975) on managerial motivation suggested that 
needs for achievement, power and affiliation play an important role in 
leadership effectiveness. According to McClelland, effective use of 
power requires assertiveness and self-confidence, which is most 
influential in large organizations. 
Mitchell (1987) reported that faculty members are the primary source 
for productivity in higher education and the department executive officer 
(DEO) is accountable for promoting faculty productivity through effective 
departmental leadership. 
In a study conducted by Seagren et al. (1986), chairpersons and 
faculty identified seven roles they believed were critical for the 
development of faculty vitality. The roles identified included: 
communicator, facilitator, academic leader, motivator, counselor, 
politician, and manager of administrative details. The roles most 
frequently mentioned were communicator, facilitator, and academic leader. 
Seagren's research identified that in the role of communicator. 
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honesty, openness, keeping people informed and setting or keeping a 
positive tone were identified as being important in establishing a 
working environment and a positive climate for the department. In the 
role of facilitator, there were three descriptors that emerged in the 
study; these included removing obstacles, assisting in requests and 
proposals and mentoring. The descriptors related to the basic role of 
academic leader were presiding over the academic program, developing an 
attitude of a community of scholars, providing directives to the 
department, selecting of faculty, setting academic standards and 
expectations, and encouraging faculty to do better in terms of 
professional growth and development. 
Ashton (1988) surveyed 444 deans, chairs, and faculty using the 
LEAD-Self, LEAD Other, Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire 
(LBDQ), and a leadership effectiveness instrument. The researcher 
compared scores on adaptability, consideration, and initiating structure 
to scores on effectiveness. The results indicated that consideration was 
the highest contributor to effectiveness, followed by initiating 
structure and then adaptability. 
Glueck and Thorp (1974) found that a leadership style which 
emphasized ethical behavior, helpfulness in research projects, accurate 
and complete communication, frequency of communication, and the 
willingness to represent the interests of staff was positively associated 
with faculty satisfaction. Keeping track of research activities in 
progress through discussion rather than formal report was also positively 
associated with satisfaction. Attempts to restrict selection of projects 
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by researchers were negatively associated with satisfaction. When given 
a choice of leadership roles, faculty members consistently preferred to 
have a leader be a resource person/coordinator. They viewed the ideal 
administrator as a facilitator, someone who smoothed out problems and 
sought to provide necessary resources. 
Jennerich (1981) noted that the primary weakness of existing 
research is the failure to Identify the fundamental competencies that 
department chairs need to possess in order to function responsibly and 
effectively as academic leaders. 
Hirokawa et al. (1989) explained that while Investigations within 
the trait, style and function traditions have contributed to our general 
understanding of the department chair, all are limited by their failure 
to specify the behavioral skills that department chairs require in order 
to exercise effective leadership. Hirokawa further stated that the 
explanatory devices utilized by each approach were insufficient to 
account for the linkage between leadership and departmental performance. 
Hirokawa et al. (1989) emphasized that the exercise of academic 
leadership depends upon the possession of specific task and relational 
competencies. They indicated that in order for individuals to function 
as effective department chairs, they must possess certain abilities which 
enable them to assist the faculty in: (1) defining department goals, (2) 
determining strategies and procedures for accomplishing those objectives, 
(3) recognizing barriers and obstacles to the accomplishment of 
objectives, and (4) effectively dealing with and overcoming barriers and 
obstacles. 
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Faculty Perceptions of a Successful DEO 
Knezevlch (1984) Indicated that administrators have known for a long 
time that their effectiveness is largely dependent upon the cooperation 
and abilities of their faculty. He concluded that the administrator can 
only serve as a facilitator; he/she cannot be responsible for maintaining 
the quality of work for each employee and, therefore, must rely heavily 
on the personal motivation and professionalism of the staff. 
Bogue (1985) discussed how the attitudes and expectations of the 
administrator can affect the behavior of those with whom he/she works. 
Faculty members indicated that the attitudes and expectations of an 
administrator can enshrine mediocrity or promote excellence, smother 
every dissonant Impulse or nurture creative dissent. 
In a national study of stress among faculty members (Gemlich et al., 
1984), it was found that of the three major areas (teaching, research, 
and service), teaching was the most stressful. The study also indicated 
that the ten most stressful situations were: excessively high 
expectations, obtaining financial support for research, insufficient time 
to stay abreast of Information in the field, low salary, striving for 
publication, feeling continually overloaded, job demands interfering with 
personal activities, lack of progress in career, interruptions, and 
meetings. 
Nusbaum (1982) identified the following possible organizational 
strategies which administrators can use to help reduce faculty stress 
areas; set realistic organizational goals, assign workers to reasonable 
workloads and meaningful tasks, take into consideration the number of 
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contact hours with whom they serve and allow for timeouts, utilize a team 
approach and job rotation, provide workers with administrative support 
and feedback, allow workers to take part in the organizational decision­
making and policy-making which affects them, provide structured programs, 
allow for an atmosphere of enthusiasm, trust and consideration among 
staff in staff meetings, improve preservice training programs, provide 
adequate reward systems and equitable salaries and benefits, and provide 
pleasant physical surroundings at work. 
Research conducted by Horton (1983) identified strategies to help 
reduce the frustration level of the faculty and result in less burnout. 
Administrators should make an effort to; define responsibilities 
clearly, set realistic performance standards, encourage communications, 
introduce major changes gradually, reward accomplishment, and monitor 
effectiveness. 
A review of leader behavior research conducted by Yukl (1981) 
indicated that subordinates perceive their leader's behavior primarily in 
two distinct categories of leadership behavior. The two leadership 
categories were subsequently labeled "Consideration" and "Initiating 
Structure." Consideration includes behavior items concerned with leader 
supportlveness, friendliness, consideration, consultation with 
subordinates, and recognition of subordinate contributions. According to 
Yukl, these "relationship-oriented" behaviors are Instrumental for 
establishing and maintaining good relationships with subordinates. 
Initiating structure includes behavior items concerned with directing 
subordinates, clarifying subordinate roles, planning coordinating, 
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problem solving, criticizing poor work, and pressuring subordinates to 
perform better. Yukl emphasized these "task-oriented" behaviors are 
instrumental for efficient utilization of personnel and resources in the 
attainment of group goals. Yukl concluded that consideration and 
initiating structure affect leader influence over the motivation and 
behavior of subordinates. 
Similar findings regarding the relationship between the faculty's 
perceptions of the chairperson's leadership and their perceptions of the 
chair's performance were reported by several investigators (Knight, 1983 
Tomi, 1985; Knight and Holen, 1985). Results indicated significant 
differences between the low, medium and high groups of department 
chairpersons for both initiating structure and consideration. 
Chairpersons who rated high on both initiating structure and 
consideration received the highest performance ratings by faculty. 
Conversely, those chairpersons who rated low on both dimensions received 
the lowest performance ratings. 
Knight and Holen (1985) also compared the leadership styles of a 
number of department chairs and found that those who were rated high on 
both task orientation (initiating structure) and person orientation 
(consideration) were perceived to be more effective than department 
chairs who received low ratings on one or both of these style dimensions. 
A significant finding by Isherwood (1983) indicated that effective 
consideration behavior is positively related to the number of years the 
follower has been employed in the organization. 
Siriparp (1983) compared the perceptions and expectations of deans. 
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chairpersons and faculty members regarding the leadership behavior of 
academic department chairpersons at Sllpakorn University In Thailand. 
Analysis of the data revealed that chairpersons rated themselves higher 
than faculty members with regard to the leadership behavior of the 
academic department chairpersons in initiating structure and 
consideration dimensions. The expectations of the deans were found to be 
greater than those of the chairpersons or faculty with regard to the 
ideal leadership behavior of the academic department chairpersons in the 
initiating structure dimension. It was concluded that chairpersons may 
need to re-evaluate their leadership behavior in relation to both deans 
and faculty members in order to fulfill the organizational goals and 
personal needs. 
In a study conducted by Ghanaja (1985), the LBDQ Instrument was used 
to investigate the relationship between the morale of university faculty 
and the perceived leadership behavior of the department head. The 
researcher reported that higher university faculty morale was associated 
with faculty perception of a higher consideration and positive leadership 
behavior of the department chair. For the total group, there were no 
significant differences found between the demographic variables (sex, 
tenure status, marital status, age, faculty size, and salary range), 
university faculty morale, and the perceived leadership behavior of the 
department chair. 
Hengstler (1980) found partial correlations which indicated that 
academic leadership of the department administrator is very Important in 
understanding faculty perceptions of the department's currlcular/ 
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instructional programs. The research also indicated that academic 
leadership of the chairperson was less important in understanding 
faculty perceptions of promotion, tenure, salary, and resource 
distribution. 
According to Roach (1989), the strength and success of a university 
depends on the quality of leadership operating within the academic 
environment. Roach indicated that administrators, whether at the 
departmental or presidential level, must be skilled communicators to be 
effective leaders. Roach emphasized that effective communication 
requires not only an understanding of various communication approaches, 
but also an understanding of how others perceive and respond to those 
approaches. Roach conducted a study of compliance-gaining techniques 
used by department chairs. Results indicated that faculty perceived 
compliance gaining techniques from values/obligations to be more 
effective than techniques such as expectancies/consequences or 
relationships/identification power base. 
The pi\ypose of a study conducted by Ongwela (1986) was to 
investigate the relationship of university faculty loyalty and faculty 
perceptions of the department chair's leadership style. Ongwela defined 
loyalty as faculty willingness to accept, like, trust, and respect their 
department chairperson as demonstrated by implementing or emulating 
professional skills or recommendations of the chairperson. 
Authoritarianism was found to be negatively associated with faculty 
loyalty to the department chairperson. 
Hirokawa (1989) designed a study to identify faculty perceptions of 
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the critical skills that department chairs need to possess In order to 
function effectively as academic leaders. Administrative skills judged 
to be most important were: effectively communicates the department's 
needs to the college and university administration, works effectively to 
keep the best possible faculty, and recognizes and rewards faculty in 
accordance with the quality of their contribution to the department's 
goals. Competencies judged to be least important were: fosters the 
development of each faculty member's talents or Interests, works 
effectively to enhance student morale, and effectively manages nonfacuity 
departmental employees. 
Isherwood (1983) examined the relationship between follower 
perceptions of leadership behavior and leader and follower moral 
development. The concept of moral leadership assumed that leadership 
actions are endowed with purpose and value and that effective leaders are 
those Individuals who recognize the potential of the leadership situation 
and structure that behavior consistent with moral development theory. 
The hypothesis that no relationship existed between leadership 
effectiveness and leader and follower moral development failed to be 
rejected. 
Research conducted by Schoorman (1983) indicated that leadership of 
the department head varies with the rank of the faculty member. The 
research findings suggested that alternatives may need to be considered 
for junior faculty. 
Kreis and Milsteln (1985) indicated that the literature consistently 
suggested that job satisfaction is related to the subordinate's self-
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perception of his/her needs fulfilled through work. They claimed that 
administrators need to fit the motivation efforts to individual needs and 
should not assume that all employees are alike. Kreis and Milstein 
stressed that educational leaders must be sensitive to individual needs, 
and to the extent feasible, tailor responses to fit individual needs. 
They concluded the ultimate result of a quality motivational program 
should be to rejuvenate subordinates and develop improved performance. 
Intrinsic motivation was defined by Grensing (1986, p. 25) as "the 
ability to motivate an individual to perform better through the use of 
recognition, achievement, opportunity for personal growth, advancement 
and the quality of work itself." According to Grensing, intrinsic 
motivation provides motivation to the individual, focusing on the higher 
level needs of Maslow's hierarchy such as increasing the individual's 
self-esteem and self-actualization. Grensing indicated extrinsic 
motivation techniques such as increased salaries, status and job security 
may not be an effective motivator to those employees who are already 
entitled to those benefits because of their position. Grensing concluded 
that administrators must be able to identify techniques which will 
motivate employees at various levels and with various needs. 
According to Francella (1986), supervisors should get into the habit 
of complimenting employees sincerely for a job well done. Francella 
indicated a personal thank you offered face to face is sometimes all it 
takes to motivate a person. A note of congratulation on the completion 
of a special project is positive encouragement for the employee to give 
his or her best. Francella emphasized the need to make the compliment 
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sincere and personal and to be careful not to over-use these methods 
because you are not trying to get employees to like you; rather you are 
trying to get them to work for you. 
Mitchell and Peters (1988) noted that Intrinsic rewards are much 
more powerful and effective In establishing collegiallty among faculty 
members. Mitchell expressed that excitement and satisfaction are 
generated when educators find themselves working with an interesting 
group of colleagues who share their educational values and provide a warm 
supportive environment by which to work. 
Mitchell (1987) concluded that department chairpersons should aim 
faculty management strategies at facilitating department communication, 
collegiallty, viability and visibility, while promoting the resource 
acquisition and control necessary for optimum productivity in teaching, 
research and service. Motivation strategies should include positive 
evaluative feedback, growth contracts, nonacademic internships, 
retraining, financial rewards and peer recognition to further enhance 
productivity. Seagren et al. (1986) suggested that one of the most 
promising activities cited by chairs is the matching of faculty interests 
with institutional needs and then rewarding faculty for their 
contributions. 
Common Problems of the Department Chairperson 
Lewis and Dahl (1976) found that the greatest source of stress 
experienced by department chairpersons is the fulfillment of adminis­
trative functions. Lewis indicated that those who continued to engage in 
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professional activities (teaching and research) for at least 50 percent 
of their time experienced the greatest work enjoyment. In a study 
conducted by Blalock (1987), the most time-consuming responsibilities 
Identified included the academic program and administrative details and 
their greatest problems were personnel Issues and budgetary limitations. 
Mitchell (1987) identified the major administrative dilemma for 
effective chairpersons as the time commitment. Chairpersons were 
spending much more than the usual one-fourth to one-third FTE allotted to 
them for administrative tasks, especially in the areas of resource 
acquisition and control. 
According to McLaughlin et al. (1975), the four most distasteful 
tasks which chairs reported performing were administrative tasks, 
maintenance of student records, managing physical facilities and 
equipment, and preparing and presenting budgets. 
Helmler (1976) identified nine reasons why chairs resign their 
positions to return to full-time teaching. These reasons included: a 
dislike of the administrative details and clerical tasks associated with 
the position, administrative tasks and leadership responsibilities are 
incompatible with basic values, self-concept and academic commitments, 
the low status that administration has on campus relative to teaching, 
research and scholarship, frustrations associated with the administration 
of a department through existing personnel procedures, the lack of 
administrative time to handle the position in accordance with 
expectations of self and others, heavy administrative responsibilities 
without commensurate authority in the decision-making process, and the 
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belief that there is no future in college administration. Major reasons 
cited for job satisfaction were: opportunity to exercise influence over 
the departmental mission and curriculum direction, instituting new 
programs, being able to support those who have contributed significantly 
to the department and objectives, and the continuing need for a challenge 
beyond the familiar responsibilities of teaching and research. 
An important finding by Seagren et al. (1986) was that few 
chairpersonss have either the language or awareness of the adult and 
career development literature to provide professional development. 
Department chairs indicated limited developmental issues for mid-career 
and older faculty when compared to those beginning a career. Seagren 
suggested further research to explore techniques chairpersons could use 
to effectively evaluate and aid mid-career and older faculty. They 
concluded that development opportunities to enhance faculty productivity 
during mid-career and older stages wll], become increasingly important 
given the changing environment in academic departments. Several chairs 
described themselves as mentors to beginning faculty, but the only kind 
of mentoring mentioned with peers was modeling. Department chairs used 
many terms to describe senior faculty, but limited terms were used to 
indicate a sense of productivity and effectiveness. 
According to Bennett (1983), department chairs were continually 
engaged in a struggle between mediating the concerns of the 
administration to the faculty and vice-versa, while trying to maintain 
some identity and integrity. 
Tucker (1984) described the chairperson's role as paradoxical. The 
27 
chairperson was described as the leader, yet was seldom given the scepter 
of undisputed authority. He or she is the first among equals, but any 
strong coalition of the equals can severely restrict the department 
chairperson's ability to lead. Tucker indicated that deans and vice-
presidents look to chairpersons for shaping the department's future and 
faculty members regard them as the primary change agents in department 
policies and procedures. Tucker summarized the chairperson as both a 
manager and a faculty colleague, an advisor and advisee, a soldier and a 
captain, a drudge and a boss. 
Morgan (1984) conducted a study to determine whether or not certain 
aspects of the department chairpersons' job satisfaction varied in 
relation to the leadership behavior of their deans. Morgan found that 
chairpersons who perceived their deans as utilizing high consideration 
leader behavior were significantly more satisfied with their overall job 
than those who perceived their deans as exhibiting low consideration. It 
was concluded that the leadership styles of the deans are differentially 
related to the job satisfaction of their chairpersons. The extent to 
which department chairpersons were satisfied with their job was related 
to the perceptions of their deans' consideration behavior. 
Chairpersons indicated satisfaction with supervision when they 
perceived the dean's leadership styles as either high consideration or 
high task (Akroyd, 1987). Chairpersons in the 60-65 age range were more 
satisfied with their jobs than were all other age groups. Examination of 
the leadership styles, as perceived by chairpersons, indicated that the 
greatest number of deans used a low task, low consideration style. The 
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number of years in current position was positively correlated with the 
chairpersons' satisfaction with supervision and work on the job. Years 
of academic experience was positively correlated with the chairperson's 
satisfaction with work and personnel. 
In a study conducted by Martin (1986), a comparison was made between 
perceptions of the management and leadership responsibilities of 
department chairs and the dean's expectations. Martin Identified a lack 
of congruity between the perceptions of the deans and the department 
chairs which suggested that department chairs are often in the situation 
of fulfilling a multiplicity of roles and implied higher stress levels 
and role ambiguity. According to Martin, role ambiguity is problematic 
to effective management and leadership. The results indicated that the 
goals of the person managing or leading were at odds with the 
expectations and/or perceptions of those being managed. The department 
chairs preferred a highly relationship orientation to managing, while the 
deans preferred the high task approach. Data analysis indicated a lack 
of congruity between perceptions which emphasized the variety of day-to­
day decision-making and administrative functions of management and 
leadership. 
Results of a study conducted by York (1984) provided the following 
conclusions: (1) the behavior of the college of education deans is a 
major factor influencing the department head's role perception; (2) the 
department head's total educational experience appears to moderate the 
relationship between the dean's behavior and the department head's role 
conflict and ambiguity; (3) lower department head role conflict and 
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ambiguity would result from a dean with a high Initiating structure and 
high consideration behavior style. 
Burks (1982) found that department and division heads desired 
leaders who exhibit various types of leader behavior; they did not prefer 
totally participative leaders, authoritarian, nor leader-centered ones. 
DEO Leadership Training Needs 
A study conducted by McCarthy (1986) confirmed the findings of other 
researchers that: (1) chairpersons are generally drawn from faculty 
ranks and assume the position having had little or no administrative 
experience, (2) few opportunities for orientation and training are 
available to them, (3) department chairpersons hold a "key" 
administrative and leadership role as first-line managers that directly 
affects the success and growth of the department, the division, and the 
institution, and (4) department chairpersons need, want, and deserve 
preservice and Inservice staff development in very specific areas. 
Falk (1979) reported that the duties of the department chairperson 
are not clearly defined, and that chairpersons, faculty and 
administrators cannot agree as to what the department chair should do on 
a dally basis. Tucker (1984) indicated that leadership practices of the 
department chairperson are many and have become more complicated as 
institutions of higher education struggle for survival. 
Brann and Emmet (1972) conducted a survey of 39 department heads 
from nine colleges and a major university. More than one-half of the 
department heads could not recall specific instructions given by the 
30 
dean, and 92 percent reported minimal instructions given by the search 
committee at the time of the appointment. Eighty-two percent of the 
department heads reported no orientation of any kind. They concluded 
that most of the department heads were provided policy manuals and given 
instructions to call if they had any questions. 
Cunningham (1985) indicated that in the past leaders have simply 
emerged into positions of leadership or have been drafted for leadership 
roles. Cunningham stated that reliance on emergent leadership is not 
sufficient and suggested that more highly organized and deliberate 
attempts to develop leadership are called for. 
According to Henry (1981), three-quarters of the chairpersons 
interviewed felt that they were managers and leaders and that they could 
increase their leadership competencies through continuing education. The 
management functions mentioned most often by the interviewees as being 
most important to their roles included human and interpersonal 
communications, faculty relations, selection and recruitment, budget 
management and leadership. Most continuing education activities reported 
were linked to national and regional meetings of academic or professional 
associations. Factors identified which inhibited plans to participate 
included limitation of budget dollars, lack of available time, lack of 
specific programs or not offered at convenient times, and programs which 
were aimed at helping the chairperson to address effectively particular 
operational concerns. 
Blalock (1987) identified that department chairs were most 
interested in developing human relation skills, decision-making skills. 
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managing conflict, representing divergent groups, motivating faculty, 
time management, handling department correspondence, and evaluating 
faculty. The development program design preferred by chairs was a 
workshop or regional seminar with individual and group activities 
conducted during the school year by a team of consultants. Both academic 
deans and presidents agreed on the importance of curricular, faculty-
related responsibilities and human relation skills as most important to 
the successful performance of a department chair. Over half of the 
department chairpersons indicated a positive attitude toward developing 
administrative skills. Sixty percent of the deans and presidents thought 
there was a need for administrative skill development for chairpersons, 
but more than half of the deans and presidents were not interested in 
establishing such a program. 
Blalock (1987) found that the most Important factor In determining 
the need and value of administrative skill development for department 
chairpersons was whether the role was defined as one of leadership. 
Department chairs expressed both need and interest in developing 
administrative skills if the role was defined as a leadership position; 
if not, no need for administrative skills existed. The amount of 
position experience of the chairpersons, the type of selection process 
used, and the length of term all Influenced the need for administrative 
skill development. 
Cronln (1984) Indicated that the following skills can be cultivated 
and improved through training: (1) learning to focus on the present and 
the future simultaneously, (2) bridging the gap between different 
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interest groups in and outside the organization, (3) scanning monitoring 
and interpreting information and events, (4) the ability to appraise 
situations and self, (5) to develop, understand and utilize intuition, 
(6) managing organizational symbols through modeling and Integrity, (7) 
knowledge of the mission and goals of the organization and reinforcing 
them continuously. 
Leadership and the Effective Leader 
Research conducted regarding the leadership practices and behaviors 
of effective department executive officers reflect similar results 
reported by successful business managers In several popular books (Kouzes 
and Posner, 1988a; Bennls and Nanus, 1985; Peters and Waterman, 1982). 
Leadership practices and behaviors discussed by these authors emphasized 
a unique type of leadership which transforms ordinary organizations into 
productive and interesting places to work. 
Transformational leadership was described by Dill and Fullagar 
(1987) as a form of leadership which incorporates Issues of power, traits 
of leadership, behavioral insights and is unique in its level of 
analysis. They indicated that transformational leadership focuses on the 
reordering of values through collective action. Dill and Fullagar 
concluded that the most unique characteristics about this view is its 
concentration on the power of ideas, the importance of language and 
meaning, and the role of symbolic activities. 
The concept of transformational leadership was determined by Burns 
(1978). He cited examples of leadership throughout history and provided 
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examples of how leaders elevated the motives, aspirations, goals and 
values of their followers. Burns utilized the concept to distinguish 
between administration, management and leadership. The following 
characteristics were identified as important to the concept: creation of 
a vision, mobilization of necessary commitment and institutionalization 
of change. 
According to Bass (1985), transformational leaders take a strong 
developmental orientation toward their subordinates. They rely on 
charisma as a basis for power, particularly as shown through 
determination, self-confidence and a strong sense of personal integrity. 
Bass indicated that transformational leadership is intellectually 
stimulating because the leader provides followers a means of 
comprehending and understanding current problems in ways that they might 
be solved through empowerment and vision. 
Dill and Fullagar (1987) emphasized that transformational leadership 
suggests that leaders who matter have significant integrity, deeply held 
values, and substantial experience and expertise, their leadership is not 
style but substance. Leadership of this caliber is unlikely to be gained 
through special training, but certain critical skills, such as skill in 
interpersonal relations and knowledge of effective modes of participation 
in decision-making, can be developed through training (Dill and Fullagar, 
1987). 
In their book Leaders : The Strategies of Taking Charge, Bennis and 
Nanus (1985) emphasized the importance of leadership and the quality of 
leadership required to manage successful organizations. The authors 
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stated that leadership is necessary to help organizations develop a new 
vision of what they can be, and then mobilize the organization to change 
toward the new vision. They stated that the leader is one who commits 
people to action, converts followers into leaders, and converts leaders 
into agents of change. 
Bennis and Nanus described four management strategies which are 
essential for today's leaders. These four strategies included: 
Identifying a vision for the organization, communicating the vision to 
members of the organization, developing trust through involvement of 
others, and understanding and developing self. 
The review of the literature indicated that there are specific 
leadership practices and behaviors which faculty members prefer which 
will enhance the leadership effectiveness of their department executive 
officer. According to Kouzes and Posner (1988a), leadership is not only 
about leaders, it is also about followers because they will determine 
whether the person should be recognized as a leader or not. 
Kouzes and Posner identified characteristics which followers look 
for and admire in their leaders. The most frequent responses were: (1) 
integrity - truthful, trustworthy, has character, and convictions; (2) 
competent - capable, productive, efficient; and (3) leadership -
inspiring, decisive, provides direction. 
Results of a study conducted by Kouzes and Posner (1988a) of 2600 
top level managers indicated that the majority of followers admire 
leaders who are honest, competent, forward looking, and inspiring. Other 
characteristics identified as important for a leader included: 
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intelligent, fair-minded, broad-minded, straightforward, imaginative, 
dependable, supportive, courageous, caring, cooperative, mature, 
ambitious, determined, self-controlled, loyal, and independent. 
Kouzes and Posner (1988a) concluded that followers want leaders who 
are credible and individuals they can believe in. They further stated 
that leaders must be trusted, do what they say, have the knowledge and 
skill to lead and are personally excited and enthusiastic about the 
future direction of the organization. 
Discussion of the Survey Instrument 
Kouzes and Posner (1988a) conducted extensive research using 
personal best surveys and personal interviews with 1300 managers in 
middle to senior level organizational positions in a wide variety of 
public and private sector companies. The various case studies were then 
independently content-analyzed by two outside raters. Results of the 
analysis identified five categories and two basic strategies used to 
achieve each category. The five categories and strategies identified by 
successful leaders included: (1) challenging the process by searching 
for opportunities and experimenting and taking risks; (2) inspiring a 
shared vision by envisioning the future and enlisting others in the 
vision; (3) enabling others to act by fostering collaboration and 
strengthening others; (4) modeling the way by setting an example and 
planning small wins; and (5) encouraging the heart by recognizing 
contributions and celebrating accomplishments. According to Kouzes and 
Posner (1988a), more than 70 percent of the behavior and strategies 
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described in the personal best case studies and factors can be accounted 
for by these factors. 
Results of the personal best surveys provide the foundation for the 
development of the current Leadership Practice Inventory (LPI) 
instrument. The current LPI was designed on the basis of lengthy and 
repeated feedback from 1,567 manager and executive respondents and also 
from factor analysis of various sets of behaviorally based statements. 
The LPI consists of 30 statements: six statements serve as indicators 
for each of five leadership practice categories. 
There are two forms of the LPI: the LPI Self allows the leader to 
evaluate his/her own leadership practices, and the LPI Other is used to 
allow another person to evaluate the leader's leadership practices. 
As a result of extensive testing and retesting, the instrument has 
established high internal reliability. The reliability values reported 
for each of the five leadership practices categories are as follows: 
challenging the process (.77), inspiring a shared vision (.88), enabling 
others to act (.84), modeling the way (.80), and encouraging the heart 
(.90). 
Summary 
The department executive officer has many roles and responsibilities 
which affect the success of the academic department. Although these 
roles vary from department to department, all DEOs are responsible for 
coordinating human resources. The literature clearly Indicated that the 
department's faculty members are key players in successful departments 
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and successful DEOs use specific practices to maintain faculty vitality 
and productivity. 
As academic institutions grow and become more complex, the need for 
a new kind of leadership will become essential. Kouzes and Posner 
(1988a) indicated that given the opportunity for development and 
feedback, leaders can improve their abilities. As the leadership role 
and responsibilities of the DEO grow, leadership training opportunities 
must be provided in specific areas of need. 
As the agricultural education profession searches for new 
directions, it will rely heavily on the leadership ability of the DEOs to 
cultivate ideas and opportunities. It is the purpose of this research to 
Identify existing leadership practices and possible leadership training 
needs of DEOs in order to assist in meeting future challenges. 
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The study was conducted to assess the leadership practices currently 
used by department executive officers (DEOs) in agricultural education. 
The following sections will describe the selection of the DEO population, 
faculty sample, survey instrument, the collection of the data, and will 
conclude with a description of how the data were analyzed. 
The research project was reviewed and approved by the Iowa State 
University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research. The 
committee reviewed the proposal, cover letters and the survey instruments 
prior to the study to assure confidentiality and to protect the rights of 
the research subjects. The committee approved the research project and 
indicated that the rights and welfare of the human subjects were 
adequately protected (Appendix A). 
Selection of the Population 
The population for this study consisted of agricultural education 
department executive officers (DEOs), who included department heads, 
chairpersons, supervisors and coordinators. Criteria for participation 
in the study required that each DEO have at least one faculty member 
(assistant professor, associate professor or full professor) with an 
agricultural education appointment under his/her supervision. 
The 1989-90 Directory of Teacher Educators in Agriculture was used 
to identify and select names and addresses for the study. All state 
colleges and universities listed in the directory were considered for the 
study. The following states were not included in the population because 
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their agricultural education department did not consist of a DEO and at 
least one faculty member: Alaska, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 
Hawaii, Maine and New Jersey. A total of 70 departments qualified and 
the DEOs were selected to be Included in the study. 
Selection of the Faculty Sample Population 
Following the identification of the DEOs for the study, one faculty 
member was randomly selected from each department to assess the 
leadership practices utilized by his/her DEOs. To be considered for the 
study, the faculty member needed to hold the position of full, associate, 
or assistant professor with responsibility in agricultural education. 
Qualified faculty members from each department were identified and 
selected, resulting in seventy faculty members to be included in the 
study. 
Description of the Instrument 
The instrument used to Identify leadership practices currently 
utilized by department executive officers was entitled Leadership 
Practices Inventory (LPI) and was developed by J. M Kouzes and B. Z. 
Posner (1988b). Written permission was obtained from the authors to 
duplicate and use the instrument in the study (Appendix A). The authors 
requested the presence of a 1989 copyright statement on each LPI 
Instrument used. 
The authors developed the Instrument as a result of an extensive 
research project regarding the leadership practices of leaders at all 
levels in public and private organizations. The instrument was 
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selected for this study because of the similarities between the 
practices identified in the instrument and the practices of effective 
department chairpersons as identified in the research literature 
(Glueck and Thorp, 1974; Knight and Holen, 1985; Mitchell, 1987; Seagren 
et al., 1986). 
The LPI instrument consisted of two surveys: Survey I is a self-
evaluation for the leader to identify his/her own leadership practices. 
Survey II is a questionnaire used by a peer, co-worker or subordinate to 
evaluate his/her leader's leadership practices. 
Both surveys were retyped in order to address specific needs of the 
study. The original questions and Likert scale of the LPI remained 
unchanged. Several demographic questions were included in the first 
portion of each instrument to obtain general information from each 
respondent. The instructions provided on the LPI instrument were adapted 
to fit the specific clientele in the study. The self-evaluation survey 
used to identify leadership practices utilized by DEOs is included in 
Appendix B. The survey used by the faculty member to evaluate his/her 
DEC'S leadership practices can be found in Appendix B. 
The LPI consists of 30 leadership behavior items which were used to 
determine scale scores for each of the five leadership practices. Kouzes 
and Posner (1988b) indicated that when leaders perform at their best, 
they; (1) challenge the process; (2) inspire a shared vision; (3) enable 
others to act; (4) model the way; and (5) encourage the heart. The 
following leadership behavior statements were used to determine each 
scale score: 
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Leadership Practice Item Number 
"Challenging the Process" 
"Inspiring a Shared Vision" 
"Enabling Others to Act" 
"Modeling the Way" 
"Encouraging the Heart" 
1, 6, 11, 16, 21, and 26. 
2, 7, 12, 17, 22 and 27. 
3, 8, 13, 18, 23, and 28. 
4, 9, 14, 19, 24, and 29. 
5, 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30 
Participants used the following Likert scale to respond to each of 
the 30 leadership statements: "1" meant the leader "rarely or never" 
does this; "2" meant the leader does this "once in a while"; "3" meant 
the leader "sometimes" does this; "4" meant the leader does this "fairly 
often"; and a response of "5" indicated the leader does this "very 
frequently or always." 
The instrument had high internal reliability as a result of 
extensive testing and retesting by the authors. The internal reliability 
values for each of the five leadership categories were reported as 
follows: challenging the process (.77), inspiring a shared vision (.88), 
enabling others to act (.84), modeling the way (.80), and encouraging the 
heart (.90). 
Upon review of the proposal and research instrument by the Iowa 
State Human Subjects Committee, it was recommended to obtain written 
consent from the DEOs to have one of their faculty members evaluate their 
leadership practices. A consent form (Appendix A) was developed and 
attached to' the DEO's instrument. It was agreed that after the signed 
consent form was received indicating permission, the faculty member 
survey would be mailed. 
Collection of the Data 
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A survey was mailed to each department executive officer. A cover 
letter explaining the purpose, confidentiality, voluntary nature of 
participation and the commitment of the researcher to report the results 
In group summary, was Included (Appendix C). A self-addressed, stamped 
envelope was provided with each Instrument for the respondent's 
convenience. 
Each instrument was assigned an identification number In the right-
hand corner. Instruments used for the collection of data from the DEO 
and faculty members were printed on green and yellow paper, respectively. 
The DEO survey was mailed April 14, 1990, and two weeks were allowed 
to obtain responses. Immediately after a response was received from a 
DEO and permission was given to survey his/her faculty member, the 
faculty member cover letter (Appendix C) and leadership survey were 
mailed. Two additional weeks were allowed before nonrespondent DEOs and 
faculty members were contacted by telephone calls and letters to obtain 
additional responses. Data collection was concluded May 30, 1990 
(Appendix C). 
Analysis of Data 
The results of the demographic survey and LPI Instrument were 
analyzed with the assistance of the SPSSx, Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences. An alpha level of .05 was used to identify significant 
differences when appropriate. According to Hinkle et al. (1979), lower­
ing the level of significance to .05 has the effect of Increasing the 
probability of making a Type II error. In this study, the probability of 
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making a Type II error and retaining a hypothesis when in fact it is 
false will have minimal impact when compared to the implications from 
creating a Type I error. 
Means and frequencies were computed for each of the demographic 
questions in order to obtain a better understanding of specific 
characteristics of department executive officers, faculty, and their 
departments. 
The SPSSx Pearson correlation program was used to indicate if the 
DEO's leadership practice scale scores increased or decreased in relation 
to their job experience, age and the number of years of experience in 
specific areas. The Pearson correlation program was also used to 
determine if the faculty's perception for each of the leadership 
practices could be related to the faculty's experience in their current 
position and the number of years in which they have worked with their 
present DEO. 
Mean scores and frequencies were calculated and reported for each of 
the five leadership practices and the 30 leadership behaviors for each 
DEO and faculty member respondent. Responses from each department 
executive officer and their corresponding faculty member were then 
compared using the SPSSx t-test pairs program. 
The SPSSx analysis of variance (ANOVA) program was used to compare 
selected leadership practices based on the DEO's response to selected 
demographic questions. The analysis of variance program was used to 
compare perceptions of leadership practices utilized by the DEO based on 
AATEA region associated, age group of the DEO and the position title of 
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the faculty member respondent. 
The SPSSx program t-test groups was used to identify differences in 
perceptions of leadership practices utilized based on the DEO*s percent 
teaching responsibilities, percent research responsibilities, percent 
administration responsibilities, educational background in 
administration, educational background in leadership, college 
association, and job descriptions. 
A booklet published by University Associates Inc. (Kouzes and 
Posner, 1988b) was used to assist the researcher in analyzing and 
interpreting the results of the LPI instrument. Norm data, provided by 
Kouzes and Posner, indicated the leadership practices utilized by 
successful managers in the public and private sector. Results of this 
study were compared to the norm data to identify potential differences 
between successful leaders and the leadership practices currently used by 
agricultural education DEOs. 
Results of the LPI self-evaluation and faculty evaluation were also 
used to determine the number of agricultural education DEOs who fall into 
the high, medium and low percentile rank for each leadership practice. 
Kouzes and Posner (1988b) indicated that 30 percent of all respondents 
fall into the low category, 40 percent fall into the moderate category, 
and 30 percent fall into the high category for each of the five 
leadership practices. The table used to identify percentiles and compare 
composite scores of DEOs can be found in Appendix A. Composite scores 
and percentile categories are reported for each DEO self-evaluation and 
faculty member evaluation. 
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
As indicated by the literature, the leadership role of the 
department executive officer (DEO) has become a basic requirement for 
successful academic departments. As institutions in higher education 
continue to grow and become more complex, it will become necessary for 
colleges and universities to have strong leaders in key administrative 
positions. The purpose of this section is to discuss the general 
descriptive information gathered regarding department executive officers 
in agricultural education and to identify the current leadership 
practices used by DEOs in the profession. 
The findings and discussion section will be presented in the 
following sections: description of the respondent population, 
reliability of the survey instrument, demographic information regarding 
characteristics of DEOs and faculty members in agricultural education, 
leadership practices utilized by DEOs in agricultural education as 
indicated by DEOs and faculty members, and the last section will compare 
DEO and faculty member descriptive information with specific results of 
the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI). 
Description of the Respondents 
During the respondent selection and data collection processes, 
several interesting characteristics of DEOs in the agricultural education 
profession were identified and should be discussed in order to provide a 
better understanding of the existing situation. The Directory of Teacher 
Educators in Agriculture (1989-90) was used to identify and select 
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respondents to be Included in the study. At the time of this study, 
there were 98 colleges and universities identified as having a 
department, or program in agricultural education in the United States. 
To be included in this study, one of the basic criteria for selection was 
that the DEO have at least one faculty member who held the position of 
full professor, associate professor or assistant professor. As a result 
of this criterion, the population of agricultural education departments 
eligible to be included in the study was reduced to 70. 
Because of the small size of the population, all 70 DEOs were 
selected to participate in the study. Two weeks after the DEOs were 
contacted with the first survey, a total of 14 respondents returned their 
surveys and indicated that they were not in an administrative or 
leadership position In agricultural education and did not feel qualified 
to complete the instrument. Therefore, the population of DEOs who met 
the basic criteria was reduced to 56 eligible respondents. 
Department executive officers in the study returned 51 of the 56 
possible surveys, for a return rate of 91 percent. The five 
nonrespondents were contacted by phone three times and written a follow-
up letter to encourage their participation. Of the 51 respondents, two 
DEOs indicated that they did not want to participate and returned blank 
questionnaires. At the conclusion of.the data collection period, 49 out 
of the 51 respondents provided usable returns, which represented 88 
percent of the eligible DEO population. 
The second portion of the study included a faculty member evaluation 
of the leadership practices utilized by their DEO. In order to protect 
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the rights and the privacy of each DEO in the study, the Human Subjects 
Committee at Iowa State University required that a signed informed 
consent form be provided to each DEO in the study. The consent form was 
attached to each DEO's survey (see Appendix A) to provide information 
about the study and its purpose. If the DEO signed the consent form and 
provided permission for the faculty member to participate, then the 
faculty member survey was mailed. 
At the beginning of the study, 70 DEOs were identified and 70 
corresponding faculty members were randomly selected to participate in 
the study. Of the 70 DEOs, fourteen indicated that they did not meet the 
criteria of the study; therefore, their faculty member was also 
eliminated from the faculty sample. Five DEOs were Identified as 
nonrespondents; therefore, an additional five faculty members were 
dropped from the study. Two DEOs did not want to participate in the 
study and three DEOs completed their surveys but did not want their 
faculty member to participate. 
At the conclusion of the data collection period, there were 46 
faculty members remaining in the sample population. Of the 46 remaining 
faculty members, three faculty members were classified as nonrespondents 
after they were contacted by phone and letter, and two faculty members 
did not wish to participate for personal reasons. Therefore, the return 
rate for the faculty sample was 43 of the 46 possible returns, which 
indicated a 93 percent response rate for the faculty members. Forty-one 
of the 46 respondents constituted a usable survey return rate of 89 
percent. 
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Reliability of the Survey Instrument 
The survey instrument used In this study was entitled the Leadership 
Practice Inventory (LPI), which was developed by Kouzes and Posner 
(1988b). Reliability values for each of the five leadership practices 
included on the instrument was established by the authors and is 
discussed in the methods and procedures section. A Cronbach alpha 
reliability program was used to determine the reliability of the 
instrument for this study. As indicated in Table 1, the reliability 
alpha for each of the five leadership practices was: challenging the 
process (.81), inspiring a shared vision (.88), enabling others to act 
(.89), modeling the way (.79), and encouraging the heart (.90). 
Reliabilities obtained In the study were similar to findings of the 
authors of the instrument, indicating internal consistency. 
Description of the Respondents 
Department executive officer and faculty members were asked to 
answer several questions descriptive of their past experiences and their 
Table 1. Reliability coefficients for scales measuring leadership 
practices used by DEOs 
Scale Reliability alpha 
Challenging the process .8090 
Inspiring a shared vision .8790 
Enabling others to act .8883 
Modeling the way .7856 
Encouraging the heart .8995 
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current positions (see Appendix B). DEOs indicated the percentage of job 
responsibilities which they currently hold in each of six major areas 
(Table 2). The DEOs indicated that an average of 40 percent of their job 
responsibility was involved in teaching, 8 percent research, 7 percent 
service, 4 percent extension, 37 percent administration and nearly 3 
percent was contributed to other responsibilities. As indicated by the 
data, teaching and administration were the two primary responsibilities 
of DEOs in agricultural education. 
Table 2. Job responsibilities assumed by DEOs^ 
Percent of 
total TCH RSCH SRV EXT ADM Other 
responsibility % % % % % % 
None 4 24 29 38 8 43 
1-25 14 23 18 9 13 5 
26-50 18 2 1 2 16 0 
51-75 9 0 1 0 7 1 
76-100 4 0 0 0 5 0 
Mean 40.1% 8.4% 7.1% 4.4% 37.5% 2.6% 
*Abbreviations for job responsibilities: TCH, teaching; RSCH, 
research; SRV, service; EXT, extension; ADM, administration; and Other, 
responsibilities other than the five listed. 
The number of full professors, associate professors, assistant 
professors and support staff supervised by the DEO is reported in Table 
3. Seventy-one percent of the DEOs indicated two or less full pro­
fessors, 81 percent indicated two or less associate professors on staff, 
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85 percent of the DEOs Indicated two or less assistant professors, and 47 
percent of the DEOs indicated two or less support staff. These data 
indicated that the majority of departments were small and were limited in 
the number of professional staff in agricultural education departments. 
Table 3. Professors, associate professors, assistant professors and 
other staff supervised by the department executive officer 
Full Associate Assistant Other 
Number professors professors professors staff 
N % N % N % N % 
None 11 22.4 18 36.7 14 28.6 16 32.7 
1 15 30.6 13 26.6 16 32.6 3 6.1 
2 9 18.4 9 18.4 12 24.5 4 8.2 
3 7 14.3 3 6.1 4 8.2 8 16.3 
4 1 2.0 2 4.1 0 0.0 3 6.1 
5 4 8.2 2 4.1 2 4.1 2 4.1 
6 2 4.1 1 2.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 
7 0 0.0 1 2.0 0 0.0 2 4.1 
8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.1 
9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.0 0 0.0 
10 and 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 16.3 
above 
49 100.0 49 100.0 49 100.0 49 100.0 
Forty-four percent of the department executive officers identified 
in Table 4 had less than 6 years of experience as department executive 
officer. Sixty-five percent had less than 10 years of experience. The 
majority of the DEOs in agricultural education were limited in long-term 
experience as department executive officers in agricultural education. 
The number of DEO respondents representing each of the four 
AATEA regions is reported In Table 5. Seven DEOs responded from the 
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Table 4. Years served as department executive officer 
Number of years 
served Number Percent 
Less than 6 22 44.9 
6-10 10 20.4 
11-15 7 . 14.3 
16-20 7 14.3 
Greater than 20 3 6.1 
49 100.0 
Mean = 8.878 
Table 5. AATEA region with which DEO is associated 
Region Number Percent 
Eastern 7 14.3 
Central 14 28.6 
Southern 17 34.7 
Western J1 22.4 
49 100.0 
eastern region, 14 from the central region and 11 from the western 
region. A large portion of the DEO respondents were from the southern 
region, which represented nearly 35 percent (N=17) of all respondents. 
The number of DEOs with specific administrative training was 
limited, as reported in Table 6. Only 10 percent of all respondents 
indicated that they possess a degree in administration, although 71 
percent of the respondents indicated that they had completed courses in 
administration and supervision. Fifty-one percent of the respondents 
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Table 6. Educational background In administration prior to accepting 
the DEO position 
Administration 
experience Number Percent 
College degree in Yes 5 10.2 
in administration No 44 89.8 
Completed courses in Yes 35 71.4 
administration and No 14 28.6 
supervision 
Attended advanced workshops Yes 24 49.0 
in administration and No 25 51.0 
supervision 
Formal training in Yes 40 81.6 
administration and No 9 18.4 
supervision 
indicated that they had not attended administration and supervision 
workshops, and 18 percent indicated that they had received no formal 
training in administration and supervision. 
The formal leadership training of DEOs, as reported in Table 7, 
Indicated that 67 percent of all DEO respondents had not completed a 
college course in leadership, although 51 percent indicated that they had 
attended leadership workshops. Thirty-six percent of all DEO 
respondents indicated that they had not received formal leadership 
training. This finding Indicated that there were 18 departments in 
agricultural education which were supervised by DEOs with no training in 
leadership. 
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Table 7. Formal leadership training received following the acceptance 
of the DEO position 
Leadership training 
received Number Percent 
Completed college Yes 16 32.7 
courses in leadership No 33 67.3 
Attended advanced Yes 28 51.7 
leadership workshops No 21 42.9 
Formal leadership Yes 31 63.3 
training received No 18 36.7 
The data indicated that 49 percent of the DEOs surveyed were 41-50 
years old (Table 8). Thirty-eight percent of the DEOs were found In the 
51-60 age range. The age range of department executive officers in 
agricultural education represented the typical age range of 
administrators in higher education. 
Data reported in Table 9 Indicated that the majority of departments 
in agricultural education were associated with the institution's College 
of Agriculture. 
Table 8. Age of DEOs 
Age in years Number Percent 
30-40 4 8.2 
41-50 24 49.0 
51-60 19 38.8 
61+ 2 4.0 
49 100.0 
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Table 9. College in which agricultural education is primarily 
administered 
College Number Percent 
Agriculture 37 75.5 
Education 24.5 
49 100.0 
Seventy-five percent of all DEOs indicated that they were administered 
through the College of Agriculture, while 25 percent of the respondents 
were affiliated with the institution's College of Education. 
Previous employment experiences of department executive officers 
were identified and reported in Table 10. Forty-two percent of all DEO 
respondents indicated that they were high school agriculture instructors 
for at least one to five years. Eighty-seven percent of the DEOs 
indicated limited work experience in extension. Sixty-nine percent of 
the respondents indicated that they had from six to 20 years of 
experience as a teacher educator prior to their DEO appointment. The 
administrative experience of DEOs outside of agricultural education 
Indicated that 49 percent of the respondents had no administrative 
experience prior to their current appointment. The international and 
agribusiness experience identified by the DEO respondents indicated very 
limited amounts of prior experience in both areas. 
Evidence of administrative and leadership job responsibilities 
included in the DEO's job description is reported in Table 11. Forty-six 
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Table 10. Previous employment experience of DEO 
Years 
SEC 
INSTR EXT 
TCH 
EDUC ADM INTL AGS 
None N 6 43 7 24 36 43 
% 12.2 87.8 14.3 49.0 73.5 87.8 
1-5 N 21 2 6 17 13 3 
% 42.9 4.1 12.2 34.7 26.5 6.1 
6-10 N 18 1 12 8 0 3 
% 36.8 2.0 24.5 16.3 0.0 6.1 
11-15 N 4 0 9 0 0 0 
% 8.1 0.0 18.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
16-20 N 0 2 13 0 0 0 
% 0.0 4.1 26.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
21-25 N 0 1 2 0 0 0 
% 0.0 2.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Mean 5.39 1.55 10.35 2.04 0.61 2.55 
Abbreviations for employment experience: SEC INSTR, secondary 
Instructor; EXT, extension; TCH EDUC, teacher educator; ADM, 
administration; INTL, international; AGS, agribusiness. 
Table 11. Orientation program and job description of DEO 
Number Percent 
Administrative 
responsibilities in 
job description 
Yes 
No 
26 
23 
53.1 
46.9 
Leadership 
responsibilities in 
job description 
Yes 
No 
17 
32 
34.7 
65.3 
Orientation 
provided 
Yes 
No 
8 
41 
16.3 
83.7 
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percent of the respondents indicated that they did not have specific 
administrative responsibilities included in their job description and 65 
percent of the DEOs indicated no specific leadership responsibilities 
identified in their job descriptions. Eighty-three percent of all DEOs 
surveyed indicated that they were not given a quality orientation program 
when they began their DEO responsibilities. Several DEOs indicated that 
they were provided limited instructions and direction as to the specific 
responsibilities they were to assume. 
Faculty members selected for the study were well-represented as to 
their appointment as indicated in Table 12. Thirty-six percent of the 
faculty sample reported that they held a full professor position with 29 
percent and 34 percent of the faculty, indicating positions of associate 
or assistant professor in agricultural education, respectively. 
Table 12. Position of faculty respondents 
Position Number of respondents Percent 
Full professor 15 36.6 
Associate professor 12 29.3 
Assistant professor 34.1 
41 100.0 
The largest proportion of faculty members indicated that they had 
worked in their current position less than six years (Table 13). Forty-
eight percent of the respondents indicated that they had been in their 
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Table 13. Years faculty member has been in current position 
Number of years Number Percent 
Less than 6 12 29.4 
6-10 8 19.5 
11-15 8 19.4 
16-20 6 14.6 
21-25 4 9.8 
Greater than 25 _3 7.3 
Mean = 12.05 41 100.0 
current employment position for less than 10 years. 
Fifty-one percent of all faculty members surveyed indicated that 
they had worked with their existing department executive officer for less 
than six years (Table 14). Eighty percent of the faculty members 
indicated that they had worked with their existing DEO for 10 years or 
less. 
Table 14. Years faculty member has worked with present DEO 
Number of years Number Percent 
Less than 6 21 51.3 
6-10 12 29.3 
11-15 6 14.6 
16-20 0 0.0 
21-25 _2 4.8 
Mean = 6.90 41 100.0 
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Leadership Practices Used by DEOs 
The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) developed by Kouzes and 
Posner (1988b) was selected to identify the leadership practices used by 
department executive officers (DEOs). The LPI self-evaluation was 
provided to the DEO and a similar instrument was provided to one of 
his/her faculty members to Identify the DEO's utilization of 30 
leadership behaviors and five leadership practices. 
Information provided in Tables 15 through 21 are the result of 
responses obtained from 41 DEOs and 41 matched faculty members. Only 
DEOs and matched faculty members were selected for this portion of the 
study in order to compare DEO responses with at least one of his/her 
faculty members. 
Kouzes and Posner (1988b) provided a table of composite scores 
(Appendix A) which were used to identify the level of utilization for 
each of the five leadership practices. Composite scores were determined 
for each leadership practice by adding values given to a specific set of 
leadership behavior questions identified in the methods and procedures 
section of this study. 
Kouzes and Posner indicated that the level of leadership practice 
utilization can be classified into three categories which are high, 
moderate and low. Norms were developed and three categories were divided 
at the 30th and 70th percentile. Raw scores of the DEO's self-assessment 
and the faculty members' assessment of the DEOs were compared to the 
norms and placed into the three categories. 
The level of utilization of the leadership practice entitled 
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"challenging the process" has been summarized in Table 15 and Figure 1, 
Appendix D. Based on scores provided by both DEOs and faculty members, a 
higher percentage of DEOs were in the low category and fewer in the high 
category when compared to norm data. 
Table 15. Number of DEOs in the low, medium and high categories for 
utilization of the leadership practice, challenging the 
process 
Low Medium High 
Composite score 21 or less 22-24 25 or above 
Percentile of 30% 40% 30% 
norm group in 
each category 
DEO self- N=18 N=15 N=8 
evaluation 43.9% 36.7% 19.4% 
Faculty evaluation N=20 N=ll N=9 
of DEO 50.0% 27.5% 22.5% 
^Leadership practice included the following behaviors: (1) Seeks 
challenges; (6) Stays up-to-date; (11) Challenges the status quo; (16) 
Looks for ways to innovate; (21) Asks "What can we learn?"; and (26) 
Experiments and takes risks. 
For the leadership practice entitled "inspiring a shared vision," 
over one-half of the DEO respondents indicated a moderate level of 
utilization of this leadership practice. Faculty members provided 
assessments which grouped a higher number of DEOs in the low and high 
category when compared to the self-assessment of DEOs (Table 16) and 
Figure 2, Appendix D. 
The level of utilization for the leadership practice "enabling 
others to act" is reported in Table 17 and Figure 3, Appendix D. Only 
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Table 16. Number of DEOs In the low, medium and high categories for 
utilization of the leadership practice, inspiring a shared 
vision* 
Low Medium High 
Composite score 18 or less 19-23 24 or above 
Percentile of norm 30% 40% 30% 
group in each category 
DEO self- N=5 N=21 N=15 
evaluation 12.1% 51.3% 36.6% 
Faculty evaluation N=ll N=13 N=17 
of DEO 26.7% 31.7% 41.6% 
^Leadership practice included the following behaviors: (2) 
Describes future we can create; (7) Shares future dreams; (12) 
Communicates positive outlook; (17) Enlists a common vision; (22) 
Forecasts the future; and (27) Contagiously excited about future. 
Table 17. Number of DEOs in the low, medium and high categories for 
utilization of the leadership practice, enabling others to 
act* 
Low Medium High 
Composite score 23 or less 24-26 27 or above 
Percentile of norm 30% 40% 30% 
group in each category 
DEO self- N=3 N=18 N=20 
evaluation 7.3% 43.9% 48.8% 
Faculty evaluation N=20 N=7 N=14 
of DEO 48.6% 17.2% 34.2% 
^Leadership practice included the following behaviors: (3) Involves 
others in planning; (8) Treats others with respect; (13) Allows others to 
make decisions; (18) Develops cooperative relationships; (23) Creates 
atmosphere of trust; and (28) Gets others to own project. 
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three of the DEOs perceived themselves in the low utilization category as 
compared to 48 percent of the faculty respondents. The majority of DEOs 
perceived themselves as high and moderate users of enabling others to act 
The distribution of DEOs within each of the high, moderate and low 
categories for the leadership practice "modeling the way" was relatively 
uniform and consistent based on self-assessments of DEOs (Table 18) and 
Figure 4, Appendix D. However, 45 percent of the faculty members 
evaluated their DEOs as representative of the low level of utilization of 
this leadership practice. 
Table 18. Number of DEOs in the low, medium and high categories for 
utilization of the leadership practice, modeling the way^ 
Low Medium High 
Composite score 21 or less 22-24 25 or above 
Percentile of norm 30% 40% 30% 
group in each category 
DEO self- N=12 N=15 N=14 
evaluation 29.2% 36.7% 34.1% 
Faculty evaluation N=18 N=7 N=15 
of DEO 45.0% 17.5% 37.5% 
^Leadership practice included the following behaviors: (4) Clear on 
leadership philosophy; (9) Breaks projects into chunks; (14) Assures 
values are adhered to; (19) Lets others know beliefs/values; (24) 
Practices what is espoused; and (29) Sets clear goals and milestones. 
The last of the five leadership practices evaluated by DEOs and 
faculty members included the leadership practice entitled "encouraging 
the heart" (Table 19) and Figure 5, Appendix D. The number of DEOs 
utilizing the practice was distributed evenly among the three levels. 
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Table 19. Number of DEOs In the low, medium and high categories for 
utilization of the leadership practice, encouraging the heart® 
Low Medium High 
Composite score 20 or less 21-24 25 or above 
Percentile of norm 30% 40% 30% 
group in each category 
DEO self- N=10 N=15 N=16 
evaluation 24.4% 36.6% 39.0% 
Faculty evaluation N=16 N=12 N=13 
of DEO 39.0% 29.3% 31.7% 
^Leadership practice included the following behaviors: (5) 
Celebrates milestones; (10) Recognizes others' contribution; (15) Gives 
praise for a job well done; (20) Gives team appreciation/support; (25) 
Finds ways to celebrate; and (30) Tells others about group's work. 
The department executive officers identified higher levels of utilization 
than was indicated by the faculty member evaluations. 
Mean composite scores are reported in Table 20 for each of the five 
leadership practices as determined by DEO and faculty evaluations. DEOs 
evaluated themselves higher on all five leadership practices when 
compared to faculty member composite scores. Results of a SPSSx t-test 
pairs program indicated a significant difference at the .01 level between 
the mean composite score for the leadership practice entitled "enabling 
others to act." Using the composite score table found in Appendix A, it 
was determined that composite scores for all five leadership practices 
were found in the low and slightly moderate category of utilization as 
indicated by faculty. 
Using the information provided in Appendix D (Table D.l), the 
majority of leadership practice mean scores were found in the "sometimes" 
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Table 20. Comparison of composite scores of leadership practices used 
by the department executive officers as perceived by the DEO 
and corresponding faculty member using t-test pairs 
Leadership 
practice 
N 
DEO 
Mean 
S.D. 
Faculty 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
Proba­
bility 
Challenging 40 22.2250 20.7750 1.67 0.104 
the process 2.991 4.974 
Inspiring a 41 22.5122 21.0976 1.25 0.220 
shared vision 3.716 5.791 
Enabling 41 26.2927 23.1220 3.31 0.002** 
others to act 2.512 5.564 
Modeling 40 23.1750 22.1500 1.18 0.246 
the way 2.943 5.011 
Encouraging 41 23.1707 21.8780 1.05 0.298 
the heart 3.859 6.046 
**Indlcates a significant difference at the .01 level. 
and "fairly often" categories on the Llkert scale used in this study. 
The only leadership practice which could be considered high in 
utilization was the leadership practice "enabling others to act." Both 
groups rated this practice the highest of all five practices, but 
significantly disagreed at the .01 level on the degree of its utilization 
by the DEO. Faculty members indicated a significantly lower response on 
the DEO's ability to enable others to act. 
Individual leadership behavior items were analyzed for significant 
differences using the SPSSx t-test pairs program. Leadership behaviors 
identified in Table 21 as significantly different at the .01 level 
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Table 21. Leadership behaviors used by the department executive officer 
perceived significantly different by DEOs and corresponding 
faculty members using the t-test pairs program 
Leadership 
behaviors 
DEO 
Mean 
S.D. 
Faculty 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
Proba­
bility 
3. Involves others 
in planning* 
4.3659 
0.662 
3.7317 
1.119 
3.00 0.005** 
8. Treats others 
with respect 
4.7073 
0.512 
4.1707 
0.972 
3.43 0.001** 
13. Allows others to 
make decisions* 
4.4634 
0.552 
4.0488 
0.805 
2.59 0.013* 
23. Creates atmosphere 
of trust* 
4.2439 
0.699 
3.6585 
1.175 
2.96 0.005** 
24. Practices w^at 
is espoused 
4.4390 
0.776 
3.9512 
1.139 
2.36 0.023* 
28. Gets others to 
own project 
4.3171 
0.521 
3.6341 
1.260 
3.29 0.002** 
^Leadership behavior contributing to "Enabling others to act." 
Leadership behavior contributing to "Modeling the way." 
*Indicates significant difference at .05 level. 
**Indicates significant difference at .01 level. 
included: Involving others in planning, treating others with respect, 
creating a climate of trust, and getting others to feel ownership for 
their projects. Leadership behaviors identified as significantly 
different at the .05 level included: allowing others to make 
decisions and practicing what is espoused. A complete list of all 
leadership behaviors used in this study can be found in Appendix D (Table 
D-2). 
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Comparison of Leadership Practices and 
Respondent Demographics 
Twelve questions were added to the first portion of the DEO survey 
Instrument In order to gather Information regarding the DEO's 
responsibilities and experience. The purpose of this section Is to 
report findings of correlations, t-tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
which were used to identify significant differences between respondents' 
perceptions of leadership practices used and specific personal and job-
related characteristics. 
As indicated in the first section of this chapter, it was determined 
that teaching and administrative duties were major responsibilities of 
DEOs in agricultural education. Results of a SPSSx t-test groups program 
reported in Table 22 indicated no significant differences between the 
percent of teaching responsibilities of DEOs and their utilization of 
four of the five leadership practices. A significant difference was 
found at the .05 level for the leadership practice of inspiring a shared 
vision between the DEOs whose job responsibility consisted of greater 
than 25 percent teaching responsibility and those who had 25 percent or 
less teaching responsibility. 
An analysis of the leadership practices used by DEOs who had a 
research responsibility and those who did not indicated interesting 
results (Table 23). Though no significant differences were found, the 
DEOs who had some job responsibility in research indicated higher mean 
scores on four of the five leadership practices Identified in this study. 
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Table 22. Comparison of percent job responsibility allocated to 
teaching and leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
25% 
or less 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Greater 
than 25% 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
t-proba 
bility 
Challenging 17 3.8333 31 3.6774 1.06 0.293 
the process 0.460 0.498 
Inspiring a 18 3.9722 31 3.5699 2.50 0.016* 
shared vision 0.433 0.692 
Enabling 18 4.4815 31 4.3011 1.51 0.137 
others to act 0.366 0.423 
Modeling 17 3.9510 31 3.7527 1.31 0.197 
the way 0.485 0.511 
Encouraging 18 3.9815 31 3.7849 1.01 0.317 
the heart 0.571 0.698 
^Indicates a significant difference at the .05 level. 
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Table 23. Comparison of percent job responsibility allocated to 
research and leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
No responsi­
bility 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Some responsi­
bility 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
t-proba' 
bility 
Challenging 24 3.6944 24 3.7708 -0.54 0.591 
the process 0.557 0.411 
Inspiring a 24 3.7153 25 3.7200 -0.03 0.980 
shared vision 0.694 0.589 
Enabling 24 4.3125 25 4.4200 -0.92 0.362 
others to act 0.443 0.373 
Modeling 24 3.8056 24 3.8403 -0.24 0.815 
the way 0.621 0.369 
Encouraging 24 3.8889 25 3.8267 0.33 0.743 
the heart 0.743 0.572 
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In a comparison of the percent of job responsibility allocated to 
administration (Table 24), it was determined that there were significant 
differences in the DEO's leadership practices utilized. Department 
executive officers who have more than 25 percent of their job 
responsibility dedicated to administration had significantly higher mean 
scores of the leadership practices utilized in the areas of inspiring a 
shared vision and encouraging the heart. 
Several significant correlations between the degree of leadership 
practices utilized by DEOs and the number of full and associate 
professors supervised by the DEO were discovered (Table 25). Although 
significant relationships were found in several cases, the magnitude of 
the correlation coefficient accounted for minimal Influence. 
There were no significant differences discovered between the number 
of years the DEO has been in his/her current position or their AATEA 
region when perceptions were compared on the leadership practices 
utilized (Tables 26 and 27). 
Department executive officers were asked to Identify their 
educational background In supervision and administration prior to 
assuming their DEO position. Results of a t-test group analysis of DEOs 
who completed course work or attended workshops related to supervision 
and administration indicated no significant differences in their 
perceptions of leadership practices utilized when compared to DEOs who 
have not completed course work or attended administrative workshops 
(Appendix D: Tables D-3 and D-4). 
Respondents Indicated a significant difference at the .05 level 
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Table 24. Comparison of percent job responsibility allocated to 
administration and leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
25% or 
less 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Greater 
than 25% 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
t-proba 
bility 
Challenging 21 3.6349 27 3.8086 -1.24 0.233 
the process 0.449 0.508 
Inspiring a 21 3.4841 28 3.8929 -2.33 0.024* 
shared vision 0.639 0.585 
Enabling 21 4.2778 28 4.4345 -1.34 0.186 
others to act 0.370 0.429 
Modeling 21 3.6667 27 3.9444 -1.94 0.058 
the way 0.401 0.551 
Encouraging 21 3.6111 28 4.0417 -2.38 0.021* 
the heart 0.556 0.672 
*Indicates a significant difference at the .05 level. 
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Table 25. Correlation between the number of professors and staff 
supervised by the DEO and leadership practices reported by 
DEOs 
Leadership Full Assoc. Asst. 
practice prof. prof. prof. Staff 
Challenging Coef. .2924 .1027 .0441 .1853 
the process Prob. .022 .244 .383 .104 
Inspiring a Coef. .2377 .2726 .1079 .1948 
shared vision Prob. .050 .029 .230 .090 
Enabling Coef. .2401 .3759 .1953 .1080 
others to act Prob. .048 .004 .089 .230 
Modeling Coef. .1359 .3031 .1756 .1548 
the way Prof. .179 .018 .116 .147 
Encouraging Coef. .2799 .1391 .1682 .2142 
the heart Prof. .026 .170 .124 .070 
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Table 26. Analysis of variance between number of years DEO has been 
in current position and leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership Less than 6-10 11-15 16-20 F-proba-
practice 6 years years years years bility 
Challenging N 22 10 6 10 .9570 
the process M 3.7348 3.6667 3.8056 3.7500 
S.D. .5262 .4714 .4399 .4985 
Inspiring a N 22 10 7 10 .7275 
shared vision M 3.7500 3.7167 3.8810 3.5333 
S.D. .5534 .5558 .7559 .8307 
Enabling N 22 10 7 10 .6636 
others to act M 4.3712 4.4833 4.3571 4.2500 
S.D. .3742 .3465 .4852 .5046 
Modeling N 21 10 7 10 .8020 
the way M 3.7778 3.9667 3.8095 3.7833 
S.D. .4260 .4701 .4241 .7497 
Encouraging N 22 10 7 10 .3900 
the heart M 3.8258 4.1667 3.7143 3.7167 
S.D. .5257 .5611 .7741 .8856 
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Table 27. Analysis of variance between AATEA regions and leadership 
practices of DEOs 
Leadership F-proba-
practlce Eastern Central Southern Western blllty 
Challenging N 7 14 16 11 .9344 
the process M 3.6190 3.7500 3.7500 3.7576 
S.D. .3431 .5727 .4037 .5980 
Inspiring a N 7 14 17 11 .7152 
shared vision M 3.6667 3.7381 3.6078 3.8939 
S.D. .5528 .7417 .5301 .7313 
Enabling N 7 14 17 11 .1319 
others to act M 4.5952 4.4286 4.3627 4.1515 
S.D. .5169 .3315 .3397 .4682 
Modeling N 6 14 17 11 .6623 
the way M 4.0278 3.8452 3.7255 3.8333 
S.D. .3861 .5565 .4037 .6498 
Encouraging N 7 14 17 11 .7830 
the heart M 3.7857 4.0119 3.8137 3.7727 
S.D. .6215 .5488 .7214 .7464 
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between the DEOs who had completed a college course in leadership and 
those who had not for the leadership practice "enabling others to act" 
(Table 28). A significant difference was also found between the two 
groups for the leadership practice "encouraging the heart." 
No significant differences were found when comparing leadership 
practices utilized by DEOs who had attended leadership workshops and 
those who have not (Appendix D, Table D-5). 
A comparison of DEOs who had received formal leadership training and 
those who had not is reported in Table 29. Department executive officers 
who had received formal leadership training indicated a significantly 
higher response at the .05 level on the leadership practice entitled 
"encouraging the heart." DEOs who received formal leadership training 
had a higher mean average for all leadership practices when compared to 
DEOs who had no training. 
Age of the DEO had no significant impact on the utilization of the 
five leadership practices analyzed in this study (Table 30). In 
addition, no significant differences were found between the utilization 
of the five leadership practices by DEOs and the college in which 
agricultural education was affiliated (Table 31). 
No relationships were found between the DEO's experience as a high 
school agriculture instructor, teacher educator or previous 
administrative experience and their perceptions of the leadership 
practices utilized in their position (Table 32). 
No significant differences in the leadership practices utilized were 
found between the DEOs who had specific administrative or leadership 
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Table 28. Comparison of course work in leadership and leadership 
practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
Course 
completed 
Mean 
S.D. N 
No 
course 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
t-proba-
bility 
Challenging 15 3.9000 33 3.6566 1.64 0.108 
the process 0.458 0.486 
Inspiring a 16 3.8437 33 3.6566 0.97 0.339 
shared vision 0.619 0.644 
Enabling 16 4.5417 33 4.2828 2.16 0.036* 
others to act 0.307 0.428 
Modeling 16 4.0104 32 3.7292 1.86 0.072 
the way 0.492 0.493 
Encouraging 16 4.3229 33 3.6313 3.96 0.000** 
the heart 0.485 0.611 
*Indicates a significant difference at the .05 level. 
**Indicates a significant difference at the .01 level. 
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Table 29. Comparison of formal leadership training received and 
leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
No 
training 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Training 
received 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
t-proba 
billty 
Challenging 18 3.6204 30 3.8000 -1.25 0.219 
the process 0.361 0.542 
Inspiring a 18 3.5556 31 3.8118 -1.37 0.176 
shared vision 0.542 0.675 
Enabling 18 4.2593 31 4.4301 -1.43 0.160 
others to act 0.401 0.405 
Modeling 17 3.7451 31 3.8656 -0.79 0.436 
the way 0.369 0.568 
Encouraging 18 3.6111 31 4.0000 -2.07 0.044* 
the heart 0.530 0.686 
*Indlcates a significant difference at the .05 level. 
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Table 30. Comparison of age of DEO and leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
30-50 yrs. 
Mean 
S.D. N 
51+ yrs. 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
t-proba 
bility 
Challenging 27 3.7469 21 3.7143 0.23 0.820 
the process 0.520 0.451 
Inspiring a 28 3.8036 21 3.6032 1.09 0.279 
shared vision 0.620 0.653 
Enabling 28 4.3690 21 4.3651 0.03 0.974 
others to act 0.344 0.491 
Modeling 27 3.7778 21 3.8810 -0.70 0.489 
the way 0.462 0.563 
Encouraging 28 3.9643 21 3.7143 1.33 0.189 
the heart 0.547 0.768 
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Table 31. Comparison of college affiliation and leadership practices 
of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
Agriculture 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Education 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
t-proba 
bility 
Challenging 36 3.7546 12 3.6667 0.54 0.593 
the process 0.494 0.477 
Inspiring a 37 3.7568 12 3.5972 0.75 0.456 
shared vision 0.627 0.676 
Enabling 37 4.4009 12 4.2639 1.02 0.322 
others to act 0.409 0.405 
Modeling 36 3.8657 12 3.6944 1.02 0.315 
the way 0.530 0.419 
Encouraging 37 3.9189 12 3.6667 1.16 0.251 
the heart 0.657 0.640 
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Table 32. Correlation between years of prior job experience and 
leadership practices 
Leadership High school Teacher Admin, 
practice instr. educator experience 
Challenging Coef. -.0387 .0448 -.0553 
the process Prob. .397 .381 .354 
Inspiring a Coef. .0665 .0476 -.0958 
shared vision Prob. .325 .373 .256 
Enabling Coef. -.0701 .1115 -.2832 
others to act Prob. .316 .223 .024 
Modeling Coef. .1930 .2562 -.3055 
the way Prob. .094 .039 .017 
Encouraging Coef. .1830 .2820 -.1762 
the heart Prob. .104 .025 .113 
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responsibilities identified in their job descriptions and those who did 
not have such responsibilities identified (Appendix D, Tables D-6 and 
D-7). 
A comparison of specific faculty member characteristics and their 
perceptions of the leadership practices utilized by department executive 
officers is reported in Appendix D (Tables D-8, D-9 and D-10). No 
significant differences were found between the faculty member's 
perception of leadership practices utilized by their DEOs and the faculty 
member's position in the department. No significant correlations were 
found between the faculty member's perception of the leadership practices 
utilized by their DEO and the number of years which the faculty member 
has been in his/her current position. No significant correlations were 
found between the faculty members' perception of the leadership practices 
utilized by their DEO and the number of years in which the faculty member 
has worked with the current DEO. 
Faculty members were asked to respond to 20 leadership 
characteristics by indicating the degree to which their DEO exhibited 
these characteristics. Means and standard deviations are reported in 
Table 33 for each of the characteristics. Mean rankings of 20 leadership 
characteristics of department executive officers in agricultural 
education indicated that the majority of DEOs In agricultural education 
are self-controlled, loyal, Intelligent, and honest. The four leadership 
characteristics identified as least representative of DEOs in 
agricultural education were; inspiring, imaginative, broad-minded and 
courageous. 
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Table 33. Leadership characteristics of DEO exhibited as perceived by 
the faculty members 
Leadership Mean Standard Percent Mean 
characteristic (N=41) deviation always rank 
Self-controlled 4.512 
Loyal 4.488 
Intelligent 4.463 
Honest 4.439 
Dependable 4.415 
Fair-minded 4.375 
Mature 4.375 
Determined 4.341 
Straightforward 4.341 
Ambitious 4.317 
Competent 4.171 
Cooperative 4.171 
Supportive 4.122 
Forward looking 4.098 
Independent 4.098 
Caring 4.073 
Courageous 3.950 
Broad-minded 3.878 
Imaginative 3.683 
Inspiring 3.575 
.746 66 1 
.779 61 2 
.745 59 3 
.838 61 4® 
.774 56 5 
.774 53 6-7 
.807 53 6-7 
.883 54 8-9 
.794 51 8-9 
1.035 63 10 
.834 42 11-12 
.892 44 11-12 
.954 46 13 
1.114 49 14-15 
1.136 51 14-15 
1.034 44 16 
1.154 44 17 
1.053 31 18 
1.171 31 19 
1.130 24 20^ 
^Indicates one of the top four characteristics of a superior leader 
as identified by U.S. Managers (N=2,615) (Kouzes and Posner, 1988a, p. 
17). 
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to assess the leadership practices 
utilized by department executive officers (DEOs) in Agricultural 
Education. To accomplish this purpose, the following research objectives 
guided the study; 
1. To identify demographic characteristics of department executive 
officers, faculty members, and their departments. 
2. To assess the leadership practices used by department executive 
officers (DEOs) in Agricultural Education as indicated by self-
evaluations and faculty evaluations. 
3. To compare the self-evaluations of Agricultural Education DEOs 
with the leadership practices reported by the faculty members. 
4. To ascertain and compare leadership behaviors used by DEOs in 
Agricultural Education as reported by DEOs and faculty members. 
5. To determine the relationship between leadership practices used 
by DEOs and selected demographic factors. 
6. To compare leadership practices of DEOs in Agricultural 
Education with norm data obtained from successful leaders in 
public and private companies. 
7. To Identify potential leadership training needs of DEOs in 
Agricultural Education. 
A national survey of DEOs and selected faculty members within their 
departments was conducted to achieve the stated objectives. The instru­
ment used in the study was entitled the Leadership Practice Inventory 
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(LPI) designed by J. M. Kouzes and B. Z. Posner (1988b). The instrument 
consisted of a self-evaluation for the DEO to evaluate his/her own 
leadership practices and a peer evaluation instrument which was used by 
the faculty member to evaluate the DEO's utilization of the leadership 
practices. 
The population of the study consisted of agricultural education 
department executive officers (DEOs), which included department heads, 
chairpersons, supervisors and coordinators. Criteria for participation 
in the study required that each DEO have at least one faculty member 
(assistant, associate, and full professor) under his/her supervision with 
an agricultural education appointment. Results obtained from DEO 
respondents indicated that only 56 DEOs met the above criteria. This 
indicated that of the 97 agricultural education programs identified in 
the Directory of Teacher Educators in Agriculture, only 57 percent of the 
programs consider themselves departments. An evaluation of the 
demographic data clearly indicated that the majority of departments in 
agricultural education are small. 
The current job responsibilities identified by the DEOs in the study 
indicated a broad range of responsibilities beyond administration and 
leadership. Only five DEOs indicated that they held a 100 percent 
administrative appointment, while eight respondents indicated they did 
not have a specific percentage of their job allocated tjo administrative 
duties. DEOs reported responsibilities in teaching and administration. 
The large portion of department executive officers in agricultural 
education have had less than six years of experience and were in the age 
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range of 41 to 50 years of age. Based on their age and year in their 
positions, many of the DEOs could easily be the leaders of the profession 
for the next ten years. 
Ninety percent of the DEOs surveyed indicated that they do not have 
college degrees in administration, but 71 percent of the respondents 
indicated that they have completed courses in administration and 
supervision. Nine DEOs indicated that they have had no formal training 
in administration and supervision. 
The leadership training received by the DEOs appears to be limited. 
Sixty-seven percent of the respondents indicated that they had not taken 
a college course in leadership, and 36 percent of the respondents 
indicated no formal leadership training. Research and literature 
regarding leadership styles, behaviors and practices are more available 
now than 10 years ago (Kouzes and Posner, 1988a; Bennis and Nanus, 1985; 
Peters and Waterman, 1982). If the need for leadership by DEOs in higher 
education continues to grow, as indicated by Tucker (1984) and 
Middlebrook and Trail (1986), DEOs in agricultural education will need to 
seek out available opportunities to improve their leadership skills. 
DEOs in the profession have a strong background in teaching at the 
secondary level, and as teacher educators. The majority of DEOs in the 
profession have limited employment experiences in extension, 
administration, international and agribusiness. As the profession looks 
beyond traditional roles of agricultural education, it will be necessary 
for DEOs to go beyond personal experiences as a basis for administrative 
and leadership decisions. 
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Nearly half of the DEOs Indicated that their job descriptions did 
not include specific administrative responsibilities, while two-thirds 
did not have specific leadership responsibilities identified. When DEOs 
were asked to identify if they believe that they were properly oriented 
to their jobs, 83 percent of the respondents indicated that they did not 
receive an orientation program; others indicated programs of poor quality 
and several DEOs indicated that they were forced to learn on the job. 
The research literature clearly indicated that many DEOs in higher 
education experience a great deal of role ambiguity in their positions 
(Martin, 1986; .Tucker, 1984; York, 1984; Bennett, 1983). Department 
executive officers and deans should work cooperatively to identify 
specific administrative and leadership responsibilities necessary for the 
success of the department and the organization. 
No significant differences were found (using correlations, t-tests, 
and ANOVAs) between leadership practices utilized by DEOs and the 
following descriptive categories: research responsibilities, number of 
professional staff, years of experience as a DEO, professional 
association region, educational background in administration and 
supervision, age of DEO, college affiliation, previous job experience in 
a variety of areas, and job description. Therefore, the null hypothesis 
1 for these factors failed to be rejected. 
Department executive officers who indicated greater than 25 percent 
of their time for administrative responsibilities reported a 
significantly higher level of utilization of the two leadership 
practices: inspiring others to act, and encouraging the heart. A 
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significant difference was also found at the .05 level when comparing 
leadership practices used by DEOs and the level of teaching 
responsibilities of the DEO. Department executive officers with less 
than 25 percent teaching responsibilities indicated a significantly 
higher level of utilization of the leadership practice "inspiring a 
shared vision" than DEOs with greater amounts of teaching 
responsibilities. Therefore, null hypothesis la for both administrative 
and teaching responsibilities was rejected; significant differences were 
found. 
Significant differences were found when comparing the leadership 
practices utilized by DEOs and their educational background in 
leadership. DEOs who have completed a leadership course indicated 
significantly higher levels of utilization of the leadership practices: 
enabling others to act, and encouraging the heart. DEOs who have 
received formal leadership training indicated a significantly higher 
level of utilization of the leadership practice encouraging the heart. 
Therefore, null hypothesis If was rejected; significant differences were 
found. 
No significant differences were found (using correlations, t-tests, 
and ANOVAs) between leadership practices utilized by DEOs, as reported by 
faculty members, and the following descriptive categories: faculty 
member title, number of years the faculty member had been in their 
current position, and the number of years the faculty member had worked 
with the DEO. Therefore, null hypothesis 2 (there are no significant 
differences among the DEO's leadership practices as perceived by faculty 
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members when grouped by; (a) faculty position, (b) years in current 
position, and (c) years worked with DEO) failed to be rejected. 
The null hypothesis that no significant differences existed between 
DEO's and faculty member's perceptions of the leadership practices used 
in agricultural education departments was tested for each of the five 
leadership practices. DEOs rated themselves significantly higher at the 
.01 level when compared to faculty responses for the leadership practice, 
enabling others to act. Although no significant differences were found, 
DEOs indicated a higher level of utilization for the remaining four 
leadership practices identified in the survey when compared to faculty 
responses. Therefore, null hypothesis 3 was rejected for enabling others 
to act, but failed to be rejected for the remaining four leadership 
practices. 
Results provided by a t-test pairs program indicated significant 
differences in responses between DEO and faculty members on specific 
leadership behaviors. Significant differences were indicated at the .01 
level on the following behaviors: involving others in planning, treating 
others with respect, creating a climate of trust, and getting others to 
feel ownership for their projects. Significant differences were found at 
the .05 level on the leadership behaviors of allowing others to make 
decisions and practicing what is espoused. Faculty members had lower 
mean scores than DEOs on 26 of the 30 leadership behaviors evaluated in 
this study. 
Using the percentile ranks table found in Appendix A, composite 
scores for each leadership practice were compared to norms. Composite 
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scores were placed into low, medium and high categories based on criteria 
identified by Kouzes and Posner (1988b). Faculty members perceived that 
a high percentage of DEOs fell into the low category on four of five 
leadership practices when compared to norm data percentiles. The four 
leadership practices identified by faculty members included: challenging 
the process, enabling others to act, modeling the way, and encouraging 
the heart. Results of DEO self-evaluations disagreed with faculty 
responses and indicated that a higher number of DEOs in agricultural 
education have a low level of utilization in only one leadership 
practice, challenging the process. 
Conclusions 
1. The number of department executive officers (DEOs) in agricultural 
education with at least one faculty member is limited. Many 
programs are not considered as separate departments; rather they are 
administered within another department. 
2. The total number of professional staff within many departments is 
small, and a large portion of DEOs have few years of experience in 
their current position. 
3. The current job responsibilities identified by the DEOs in the study 
indicated a broad range of responsibilities other than 
administration and leadership. DEOs indicated primary 
responsibilities in teaching and administration. 
4. Forty-four percent of the department executive officers in 
agricultural education are currently in the age range of 41 to 50 
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years. 
Two-thirds of the DEOs in agricultural education have not completed 
course work in leadership. DEOs who have completed a leadership 
course indicated a higher level of utilization of all five 
leadership practices and a significantly higher level of utilization 
of the leadership practices: enabling others to act, and 
encouraging the heart. DEOs who have received formal leadership 
training indicated a significantly higher level of utilization of 
the leadership practice, inspiring a shared vision. 
Current DEOs in the profession have a strong background in teaching 
at the secondary level and as teacher educators. However, DEOs have 
limited employment experiences in extension, administration, 
international and agribusiness. 
Sixty-five percent of all DEOs do not have specific leadership 
responsibilities identified in their job descriptions, and nearly 
half do not have specific administrative responsibilities in their 
job description. Quality orientation programs have not been 
provided for DEOs. 
Department executive officers have significantly higher perceptions 
of their level of utilization of the leadership practice entitled 
"enabling others to act" as compared to faculty responses. 
Faculty members' evaluations of DEOs were lower than DEOs' self-
evaluations on 26 of the 30 leadership behaviors evaluated in this 
study. DEOs and faculty members disagreed significantly on their 
perceptions of the level of utilization of the following leadership 
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behaviors: involving others in planning, treating others with 
respect, creating a climate of trust, getting others to feel 
ownership for their projects, allowing others to make decisions, and 
practicing what is espoused. 
10. Faculty members' scores resulted in a higher percentage of DEOs in 
the low utilization category for four of five leadership practices 
when compared to norm data percentiles. The four leadership 
practices identified included challenging the process, enabling 
others to act, modeling the way, and encouraging the heart. Results 
of self-evaluations indicated that DEOs exceeded the norm data 
percentile in the low category on only one leadership practice, 
"challenging the process." 
11. No significant differences existed between leadership practices 
utilized by DEOs and the following descriptive categories: research 
responsibilities, number of professional staff, years of experience 
as a DEO, professional association region, age of DEO, college 
affiliation, previous job experience in a variety of areas, and job 
description. 
12. DEOs with greater than 25 percent of their job responsibilities 
allocated to administration had a higher level of utilization of the 
leadership practices: inspiring a shared vision, and encouraging 
the heart. 
13. DEOs with greater than 25 percent teaching responsibility indicated 
a significantly lower level of utilization of the leadership 
practice, "inspiring a shared vision." 
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No significant differences existed between leadership practices 
utilized by DEOs, as reported by faculty members, and the following 
descriptive categories: faculty member title, number of years the 
faculty member has been in his/her current position, and the number 
of years the faculty member has worked with the DEO. 
More than two-thirds of the faculty members perceived DEOs were not 
always inspiring, imaginative or broad-minded. 
Re comme ndations 
Department executive officers in agricultural education should 
establish a strong communications network with other agricultural 
education programs and departments, especially where professional 
staff are limited. 
Department executive officers in agricultural education should have 
greater than 25 percent of their job responsibility in 
administration and have less teaching responsibility to allow them 
to have more available time for department leadership. 
Department executive officers in agricultural education should 
enhance their leadership skills through formal leadership training. 
DEOs should strive to keep informed of current extension, 
administration, international agriculture and agribusiness issues. 
DEOs should attend conferences and receive specialized training 
whenever possible in these areas. 
Department executive officers, deans and faculty members should work 
cooperatively to develop job descriptions which identify specific 
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administrative and leadership responsibilities necessary for 
administrating a department. 
6. Each DEO should have his/her professional staff evaluate his/her 
leadership practices and behaviors using the LPI. DEOs who have 
leadership practices identified in the low and medium categories for 
level of utilization should seek assistance in those areas and 
develop a plan for improving the leadership practices and behaviors 
needed in their positions. Special attention should be given to the 
leadership practices: challenging the process, and enabling others 
to act. 
7. DEOs in agricultural education should receive specific training on 
the following leadership behaviors: involving others in planning, 
treating others with respect, creating a climate of trust, getting 
others to feel ownership for their projects, allowing others to make 
decisions, and practicing what is espoused. 
8. College administrators should provide quality orientation and 
inservlce programs to assist DEOs In understanding the 
administrative and leadership responsibilities of their positions. 
9. Activities should be conducted that help faculty develop 
administrative and leadership skills for potential roles as DEOs. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
Based on the findings and conclusions of the study, the following 
recommendations for additional research are submitted for consideration: 
1. Leadership practices and behaviors identified in the low category of 
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utilization should be evaluated further in order to identify 
barriers to their current usage by DEOs. 
2. The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) should be used to identify 
the leadership practices used by DEOs in agricultural education as 
perceived by all professors in agricultural education. 
3. Research should be conducted to study discrepancies between 
leadership behaviors of DEOs as perceived by faculty and self-
evaluations of DEOs. 
4. Research should be conducted to review other departments in the 
College of Agriculture as to orientation programs, job descriptions, 
and training programs provided to assist DEOs in performing their 
leadership and administrative duties. 
5. Research should be conducted to determine specific leadership and 
administrative responsibilities identified in current DEO job 
descriptions, and recommendations should be made for areas of 
improvement. 
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Signed Informed Consent Form 
Written Permission from Authors to Use 
Copyrighted Instrument 
Percentile Ranks Table Used to Interpret 
Composite Scores 
iRfèrmcrtlon for Review of Reieeneh Involving Humon Subjdcts 
lofwa Stal* UnlvmMy 
(Please type and use the attached Instructions for completing this form) 
100 
TitlenfPmj«y»t An Assessment of the Leadership Practices Used by Agricultural Education 
2. I agree to provide the propa8iirveill«ce(^  this project 10 msàrethirâie rights and wel£ue of the bnman subjects are 
protected. I will rqpoct any adverse leactioas to the ooomittee. Additions toor changes in itaearchprocednres after the 
project has been qiproved will be mbmittedtothecommitteeforreview. lagié^reqDestrenewalofapprovalforanyproject 
continuing more than one year. I r\ j/) i 
David R. Spotanski 4/5/90 J/ f ,
lypedNaaeof Micip*lfavMti(Mar DMe Sigumwcf PhndpmllovMdgeio/ 
Agricultural Education 223 Curtiss Hall 294-0901 
PepMinian " Canpoi Addim Qmpat Téléphoné 
3. Signatures of other investigate  ^  ^ _ Date Relationship to RrincqMd Investigator 
Dr. Richard Carter/%^^%^^^^^1^'4/5/90 Major Professor 
APh- 5 I 
\ I 4. Principal Investigalor(s) (check aD that apply) Wi rV 
• Faculty • Staff Q Graduate Student • UndogrKluate Student 
5. Project (check all that q)ply) 
0 Research • nie  ^or dissertation O Class project • Independent Study (490,390, Honors project) 
6. Number of subjects (caaq>Iete all that apply) 
* Adults, nonstudents __ *ISUstudent _* minors under 14 __ odier (explain) 
_#minorsl4.17 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See hatmcdoiM, Item 7. Usean additwnal page if 
needed.) 
(See attachment) 
(Please do not send research, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
8. Informed Consent: • Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
Q Modified informed conseiu will be obuined. (See instructioiM, item 8.) 
• Not applicable to tiois project 
9. Coafidentiility of Data: Deicribe below Ite metbods to be uaed lo eanre the rmnfMmnHmiWy of data obtained. (See 
iostractioiis, item 9.) 101 
Each respondent will be given an identification number. 
All instruments will be given an identification number in the upper right hand corner. 
All names corresponding to the identification numbers will be given to my major professoi 
to prevent individual identification of respondents. 
The nonrespondents will be identified and a follow-up survey will be sent. 
10. What risks or discomfort win be part of the study? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfort? 
Describe any risks to the subjects and precautioas that win be taken 10 minimize them. (Hie concqK of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and includes risks to subjects'dignity and self-ieqpect as weU as psychcrfo^cal or emotional ride. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
(does not apply) 
11. CHECK ALL of die following that qiply to your research: 
• A. Medical clearance necessary before subjects can particqxue 
• B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) firom subjects 
• C. Administratioa of subaances (foods, drugs, etc.) to sdijects 
n D. Physical exerciae or cooditiooing for subjects 
• E. Decqxioaitf subjects 
• F. Subjects under 14 years of age andAv [] Subjects 14-17 years of age 
• G. Subjects in institutions (nursiqg homes, prisons, etc.) 
• H. Research must be approved by anodier institution or agency (Attach letters of approval) 
If you checked any of the items in 11, pleaae complete the foBowing In the q»ce bdow (inchide any attachments): 
Items A "D Describe the procedures and note the safety precantions being taken. 
ItemE Describe how subjects win be deceived; justify the deoq)tioo; indicate the ddxieSng procedure, including 
the timing and infivmation to be presented to subjects. 
Item F Forsubjectsundertheagettf 14, indicate how informed consent firom parents or l^ aUy authorized repre­
sentatives as weU as firom sutilects win be obtained. 
Items G & H Specify the agency or mstitution that must qiprove the project If subjects in any outside agency or 
institution am involved, qgmoval must be obWned prior to beginning the researdi,and the letterofqiproval 
should be filed. 
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Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
12. QiLetter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time nee&d for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
0 in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) participation is voluntary; nonpaiticipation will not affect evaluations of die subject 
13. • Consent form (if applicable) 
14.0 Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
15. g Data-gathering instruments 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
April 16th, 1990 April 30th, 1990 
Month/Day/Year Month/Day/Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instnmients and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
Does Not Apply 
Month/ Day / Year 
18. Signature of Departmental Executive OSicer Date Department or Administradve Unit 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
Project Apjnoved _ Project Not Approved __ No Action Required 
Patricia M. Keith 
Date Sie Name of Committee Chairperson gnature of Committee Chairperson 
Informed Consent Form 
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TITLE; An Assessment of the Leadership Practices Used by Agricultural Education Department 
Executive Officers (DEO's) 
PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to assess the leadership practices used by department 
executive officer's (DEO's) in A^cultural Education through the use of a self evaluation and a 
faculty member evaluation of their DEO's leadership practices. 
DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY: 
The population of the study consists of all Agricultural Education Department Executive Officer's 
in the United States which include department heads, chairpersons and department coordinators. 
In order to be included in the study, the DEO must have at least one faculty member who holds the 
position of assistant, associate, or full professor. 
RISK OR DISCOMFORT: 
The purpose of this form is to ask your permission to allow a brief demographic survey and a 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) instrument (see attached sample survey) to be mailed and 
completed by a member of your faculty. The faculty member will be asked to identify the 
leadership practices which you use in leading your Agricultural Education department A 
randomly selected faculty member who holds the titie of full professor, associate professor or 
assistant professor will be selected upon receiving your consent to do so. This request is to inform 
you of the study and to allow you to review the faculty instrument The major reason to ask a 
faculty member to complete a LPI is to determine if faculty members in Agricultural Education 
agree with the responses obtained from DEO's in the profession. 
BENEFITS: 
Your willingness to participate will greatiy assist in obtaining additional information regarding the 
leadership practices used by DEO's in the United States as reported by peers in the profession. 
This information can prove very beneficial to DEO's as they search for effective leadership 
strategies to lead the profession. 
CONFIDENTIALITY: 
The results of the faculty member survey will be kept completely confidential and no attempt will 
be made to identify individual respondents or compare departments. Our goal is to identify 
leadership practices of DEO's in the profession and not to conduct personal evaluations. 
You may withdraw consent and discontinue participation at any time. Any questions regarding 
these procedures will be answered. 
I have read the above statements and have reviewed the sample faculty member questionnaire 
attached. I voluntarily agree to allow a randomly selected faculty member in my department to 
participate in the study. 
Name: Date:. 
I have read the above statements and have reviewed the sample faculty member questionnaire 
attached. I would prefer not to have a faculty member in my department participate in the study. 
Name: Date:. 
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KOnZES POSNER INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
2330 Forbes Avenue, Suite A 
Santa Clara, California 95050 
September 5, 1989 
Mr. David Spotanski 
Department of Agricultural Education 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Dear David; 
We would be pleased to support your doctoral studies by granting 
you permission to use the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) in 
your research, with the following understandings: (1) the LPI 
will not be re-sold or used for any workshop purposes; (2) you 
will provide us with a copy of the raw LPI data and appropriate 
demographic information for each respondent at the end of your 
study, along with a copy of any published or unpublished 
papers/reports utilizing your findings with the LPI; and, (3) 
that the following copyright information appear on each copy of 
the LPI (self and other versions): Copyright 1989. Kouzes 
Posner International, Inc. All rights reserved. If these terms 
are acceptable, please sign one copy of this letter and post it 
in the enclosed return envelope. 
We are excited about the extent to which our instrument is being 
used and delighted by the consistent findings from several 
dissertations. Please keep us posted on your progress. 
Be& 
Barry z. Posner, Ph.D. 
I have r)j!fd, ufldei^^^eand/and, agree to abide by the tej;|ms outlined 
above; Date; 
PLEASE NOTE: 
Copyrighted materials in this document have not been filmed 
at tne request of the author. They are available for consultation, 
however, in the author's university library. 
These consist of pages: 
105, Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) 
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Page 
Self-evaluation Instrument for Department 
Executive Officer 107 
Faculty Member Evaluation of Department 
Executive Officer's Leadership Practices 112 
107 
I.D. # 
Survey of Leadership Practices 
Used by Agricultural Education Department Executive Officers 
Instructions: The instrument has been divided into two parts. Part I is desired to gather 
information about your position as Department Executive Officer. Part II \^1 provide you the 
opportunity to identify tiie leadership practices which you use in your position. 
PartL 
1. Please indicate how your job responsibilities are allocated by placing the percentages 
in the appropriate spaces below. 
% teaching 
% research 
% service 
% extension 
% administration 
% other; (please specify) 
2. Please list the total number of people in each division which you supervise as part of your 
responsibilities as a department executive officer. 
Full Professor(s) 
Associate Professor(s) 
Assistant Professor(s) 
Other (support staff, instructors, graduate students) 
3. Please list the number of years you have served as department executive officer 
(including previous positions). 
Years 
4. Please check the AATEA region in which your department is associated (check one). 
Eastern 
Central 
Southern 
Western 
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Please check the following statements which indicate your educational background prior 
to accepting your position as department head, chair or coordinator. (Check all that 
apply). 
Have a college degree in administration. 
Have taken several college courses in supervision and administration. 
___ Have attended advanced workshops on supervision and administration. 
No formal training in supervision and administration. 
Please check the following statements which indicate your formal leadership training 
following your acceptance of the department head, chair or coordinator position. (Check 
all that applyX 
Have taken college courses in leadership. 
Have attended advanced workshops on leadership 
No formal leadership training received. 
Please check the category below which indicates your current age. 
30 to 40 years 41 to 50 years 
51 to 60 years 61 or more years 
At the present time, what college or school is Agricultural Education primarilv 
administered (budgeted etc.). 
1. Agriculture 
2. Education 
3. Other: (please specify) 
Please indicate the number of years of experience you have in each of the following areas 
listed below: 
High School Agriculture Instructor 
Extension Service 
Teacher Educator (Not including department chair years) 
Administration experience other than Agricultural Education 
(please specify) 
International Experience 
Agribusiness 
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10. Does your current position have a written job description listing your specific 
administrative responsibilities? (check one) 
yes no 
11. Does your current position have a written job description listing your specific leadership 
responsibilities? 
yes no 
12. When you started your position as DEO, did you receive a quality orientation program? 
(check one) 
yes no 
If you checked no, please explain the situation. 
Partn 
Instructions: On the next two pages arc thirty descriptive statements about various 
leadership behaviors and activities. Please read each statement carefully, then rate yourself in 
terms of how frequently you engage in the practice described. Record your responses by 
drawing a circle around the number tiiat conesponds to the fiequency you have selected. You 
are given five choices: 
1. If you RARELY or NEVER do what is described in the statement, circle the 
number one. 
2. If you do what is described ONCE IN A WHILE, circle the number two. 
3. If you SOMETIMES do what is described, circle the number three. 
4. If you do what is described FAIRLY OFTEN, circle the number four. 
5. If you do what is described VERY FREQUENTLY or ALWAYS, circle the 
number five. 
In selecting tiie answer, be realistic about the extent to which you actually engage in each 
behavior. Do not answer in terms of how you like to see yourself or in terms of what you 
should be doing. Answer in terms of how you typically behave. For example, die first 
statement is "I seek out challenging opportunities that test my skills and abilities." If you 
believe you do this "once in a while," circle the number two. If you believe you seek out 
challenging opportunities fairly often, circle the number four. 
PLEASE NOTE; 
Copyrighted materials in this document have not been filmed 
at the request of the author. They are available for consultation, 
however, in the author's university library. 
These consist of pages: 
110-111, The Leadership Challenge 
112 
I.D. # 
Survey of Leadership Practices 
Used By Agricultural Education Department Executive Officers 
Instructions: The instrument has been divided into two parts. Part I is designed to gather 
information about your position and tlie leadership characteristics of your Department Executive 
Officer. Part n will provide you the opportunity to identify the leadership practices used by 
your Department Executive (Officer (DEO). 
Parti: 
1. Please check the position below which indicates your tide. 
Professor Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor Other position 
Please specify 
2. How many years have you been in your current position? years 
3. How long have you worked with your existing Department Executive Officer (DEO)? 
years 
4. Using the scale provided, please rate the following characteristics as they relate to your 
department executive officer. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Rardy Once in Sometimes Fairly Very 
a While Often Frequently 
How often is your Department Executive Officer: 
Loyal 1 2 3 4 5 
Honest 1 2 3 4 5 
Inspiring 1 2 3 4 5 
Self-Controlled 1 2 3 4 5 
Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 
Fair-minded 1 2 3 4 5 
Broad-minded 1 2 3 4 5 
Straightforward 1 2 3 4 5 
Imaginative 1 2 3 4 5 
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1 2 3 4 5 
Rardy Once in Sometimes Fairly Very 
a While Often Erequoitly 
How often is your Department Executive Officer; 
Competent 1 2 3 4 5 
Dependable 1 2 3 4 5 
Supportive 1 2 3 4 5 
Forward-looking 1 2 3 4 5 
Courageous 1 2 3 4 5 
Mature 1 2 3 4 5 
Ambitious 1 2 3 4 5 
Independent 1 2 3 4 5 
Caring 1 2 3 4 5 
Determined 1 2 3 4 5 
Cooperative 1 2 3 4 5 
Part IL 
Instructions: On the next three pages are thirty descriptive statements about various 
leadership behaviors and activities. Please read each statement carefully, then rate your 
Department Executive Officer in terms of how fiequently he or she engages in the practice 
described. Record your responses by drawing a circle around the number that corresponds to 
the frequency you have selected. You are given five choices. 
1. ff the leader RARELY or NEVER does what is described in the statement, circle the 
number one. 
2. If the leader does what is described ONCE IN A WHILE, circle the number two. 
3. If he or she SOMETIMES does what is described, circle the number three. 
4. If he or she does what is described FAIRLY OFTEN, circle the number four. 
5. If the leader does what is described VERY FREQUENTLY or ALWAYS, circle the 
number five. 
In selecting the answer, be realistic; answer in terms of how the person typically behaves. For 
example, Ae first statement is "He or she seeks out challenging opportunities that test his or her 
skills and abilities." If you believe he or she does that "once in a while," circle the number two. 
If you believe he or she seeks out challenging opportunities "fairly often," circle the number four. 
PLEASE NOTE: 
Copyrighted materials in this document have not been filmed 
at the request of the author. They are available for consultation, 
however, in the author's university library. 
These consist of pages: 
114-116, LEADERSHIP PRACTICES INVENTORY (LPI) 
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loWfl StfltC UniVCrSlf Ij of science and Technolo 
April 14, 1990 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Dear Dr 
Department of Agricultural Education 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone; 515-294-5872 
The Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State 
University is conducting a national study to identify 
the leadership practices of DEO's through the use of a 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI). The LPI is 
currently used in education and business to identify 
those leadership practices which are characteristic of 
successful leaders. 
You have been selected to participate in this study 
because of your leadership role. Enclosed you will 
find a two part survey: Part I contains demographic 
questions about your position; Part II contains a self 
evaluation regarding your leadership practices. 
Further instructions regarding the completion of the 
survey are provided on the instrument. 
I am requesting your permission to have one randomly 
selected faculty member in your department evaluate 
your leadership practices through the use of a similar 
instrument. A consent form and additional information 
regarding this request have been attached (pink sheet). 
An identification number will be used to identify 
nonrespondents and to match respondents. Results will 
be kept in complete confidence and no attempt will be 
made to identify individual responses, identities, or 
make comparisons between or within individual 
departments. The goal of this study is to identify 
leadership practices of DÈO's in the profession and not 
to evaluate individual performance. 
I have enclosed a self addressed stamped envelope for 
your convenience and will look forward to your response 
by April 23rd. If you choose not to participate, 
please forward the instrument in the envelope provided. 
Sincerely, 
David R. Spotanski 
Ph.D. Graduate Student 
Dr. Richard Carter 
Professor 
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loWid StfltC UniVCrSltlj of science and Technolo 
April 22, 1990 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Dear Dr 
Department of Agricultural Education 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-5872 
The Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State 
University is conducting a national study of the 
leadership practices currently used by Department 
Executive Officers (DEO's) in Agricultural Education. 
The purpose of this study is to identify the leadership 
strengths and needs of DEO's through the use of a 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI). The LPI is 
currently used in education and business to identify 
those leadership practices which are characteristic of 
successful leaders. 
You and your DEO have been randomly selected to 
participate in this study. Enclosed you will find a 
two part survey: Part I contains demographic questions 
about your position. Part II contains questions 
regarding your DEO's leadership practices. Your DEO 
has been contacted previously and has provided 
permission to you to complete the enclosed instrument. 
Your DEO has completed a similar survey and was also 
asked to provide their perceptions regarding their own 
leadership practices. 
All results from both surveys will be kept in complete 
confidence and no attempt will be made to identify 
individual responses, identities, make comparisons 
between individual departments, or provide individual 
faculty member results to the DEO's. 
I have enclosed a self addressed stamped envelope for 
your convenience and will look forward to your response 
by May 6th. I will be happy to provide additional 
information regarding the use of the in trumeht if you 
desire. If you choose not to participate, please 
forward the instrument in the envelope provided. 
Sincerely, 
David R. Spotanski 
Ph.D. Graduate Student 
Dr. Richard Carter 
Professor 
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Iowa State Um'versfti| of Science and Technology 
M 
May 8, 1990 
I Ames, Iowa 50011 
Department of Agricultural Education 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-5872 
Dear Dr. ; 
The Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State 
University is conducting a national study to identify 
the leadership practices of DEO's through the use of a 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI). As of Monday, 
May 7th, I have not received a response from you 
regarding the survey I sent to you several weeks ago. 
I have enclosed a copy of the survey and would greatly 
appreciate your prompt attention. Your cooperation is 
essential to accurately represent the leadership 
provided in the profession. 
Enclosed you will find a two part survey; Part I 
contains demographic questions about your position; 
Part II contains a self evaluation regarding your 
leadership practices. Further instructions regarding 
the completion of the survey are provided on the 
instrument. 
All results of the study will be kept in complete 
confidence and no attempt will be made to identify 
individual responses, identities, or make comparisons 
between or within individual departments. The goal of 
this study is to identify leadership practices of DEO*s 
in the profession and not to evaluate individual 
performance. 
I have enclosed a self addressed stamped envelope for 
your convenience and will look forward to your response 
on or before May 18th. 
Sincerely, 
David R. Spotanski 
Ph.D. Graduate Student 
Dr. Richard Carter 
Professor 
loWCl StCltC LlniVCrSltlJ of science and Technolo ?s, Iowa 500II 
May 16, 1990 Department of Agricultural Education 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-5872 
Dear Dr. : 
The Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State 
University is conducting a national study to identify 
the leadership practices of DEO*s through the use of a 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI). As of Monday, 
May 14th, I have not received a response from you " 
regarding the survey I sent to you several weeks ago. 
I have enclosed a copy of the survey and would greatly 
appréciacft your prompt attention. Your cooperation is 
essential to accurately represent the leadership 
provided in the profession. 
You and your DEO have been randomly selected to 
participate in this study. Enclosed you will find a 
two part survey; Part I contains demographic questions 
about your position. Part II contains questions 
regarding your DEO's leadership practices. Your DEO 
has been contacted previously and has provided 
permission to you to complete the enclosed instrument. 
Your DEO has completed a similar survey and was also 
asked to provide their perceptions regarding their own 
leadership practices. 
All results from both surveys will be kept in complete 
confidence and no attempt will be made to identify 
individual responses, identities, make comparisons 
between individual departments, or provide individual 
faculty member results to the DEO's. 
I have enclosed a self addressed stamped envelope for 
your convenience and will look forward to your response 
by May 21st. I will be happy to provide additional 
information regarding the use of the instrument if you 
desire. If you choose not to participate, please 
forward the instrument in the envelope provided. 
Sincerely, 
David R. Spotanski 
Ph.D. Graduate Student 
Dr. Richard Carter 
Professor 
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APPENDIX D. TABLES AND FIGURES 
Table D-1. Comparison of the leadership practices used by the department 
executive officer as perceived by the DEO and a corresponding 
faculty member using the t-test pairs program 
DEO Faculty 
Leadership N me an mean t- Proba­
practice S.D. S.D. value bility 
Challenging 40 3.7042 3.4625 1.67 0.104 
the process 0.499 0.829 
Inspiring a 41 3.7520 3.5163 1.25 0.220 
shared vision 0.619 0.965 
Enabling others 41 4.3821 3.8537 3.31 0.002** 
to act 0.419 0.927 
Modeling 40 3.8625 3.6917 1.18 0.246 
the way 0.490 0,835 
Encouraging 41 3.8618 3.6463 1.05 0.298 
the heart 0.643 1.008 
**Signlfleant at the .01 level. 
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Table D-2. Comparison of the leadership behaviors used by the department 
executive officer as perceived by the DEO and a corresponding 
faculty member using the t-test pairs program 
DEO Faculty 
Leadership mean mean t- Proba-
behaviors^ S.D. S.D. value bility 
N=41 N=41 
Challenging the process; 
1. Seeks challenges 3.5366 
0.778 
3.6341 
1.113 
-0.48 0.633 
6. Stays up-to-date 4.2439 
0.699 
3.9756 
0.987 
1.57 0.125 
11. Challenges the 
status quo 
3.5122 
0.675 
3.2927 
1.055 
1.50 0.141 
16. Looks for ways 
to innovate 
3.9512 
0.740 
3.6098 
0.997 
1.74 0.090 
21. Asks "What can 
we learn?" 
3.5854 
0.836 
3.1707 
1.160 
1.70 0.098 
26. Experiments and 
takes risks 
3.4000 
0.928 
3.1000 
1.194 
1.36 0.183 
Inspiring a shared vision: 
2. Describes future 
we can create 
3.8537 
0.853 
3.5610 
1.246 
1.12 0.270 
7. Shares future 
dreams 
3.6585 
0.990 
3.5366 
1.142 
0.50 0.621 
12. Communicates 
positive outlook 
4.1220 
0.640 
3.7317 
1.119 
1.87 0.069 
17. Enlists a 
common vision 
3.2927 
0.981 
3.2683 
1.025 
0.10 0.921 
^Abbreviations of 
(Appendix B). 
leadership behavior statements on instrument 
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Table D-2. (Continued) 
Leadership 
behaviors a 
DEO 
mean 
S.D. 
Faculty 
mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
Proba­
bility 
Inspiring ^  shared vision (continued): 
22. Forecasts the 3.9756 3.6585 
future 0.758 1.153 
27. Contagiously 3.6098 3.3415 
excited about 0.891 1.217 
future 
Enabling others to act ; 
3. Involves others 4.3659 3.7317 
in planning 0.662 1.119 
8. Treats others 4.7073 4.1707 
with respect 0.512 0.972 
13. Allows other to 4.4634 4.0488 
make decisions 0.552 0.805 
18. Develops coopéra- 4.1951 3.8780 
tive relationships 0.843 1.208 
23. Creates atmosphere 4.2439 3.6585 
of trust 0.699 1.175 
28. Gets others to 4.3171 3.6341 
own project 0.521 1.260 
Modeling the way; 
4. Clear on leader- 4.0976 3.7805 
ship philosophy 0.664 1.173 
9. Breaks projects 3.9000 3.9250 
into chunks 0.871 0.917 
1.59 
1.23 
3.00 
3.43 
2.59 
1.29 
2.96 
3.29 
1 . 6 2  
-0.16 
0.119 
0 .226  
0.005** 
0.001** 
0.013* 
0.204 
0.005** 
0.002** 
0.113 
0.875 
*Indicates significant difference at .05 level. 
**Indicates significant difference at .01 level. 
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Table D-2. (Continued) 
Leadership^ 
behaviors" 
DEO 
mean 
S.D. 
Faculty 
mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
Proba­
bility 
14. Assures values 3.2439 
are adhered to 0.888 
3.4878 
1.098 
-1.17 0.250 
19. Lets others know 3.6098 
beliefs/values 0.919 
24. Practices what 4.4390 
is espoused 0.776 
29. Sets clear goals 3.8537 
and milestones 0.691 
3.4390 
1.163 
3.9512 
1.139 
3.6585 
1.175 
0.74 
2.36 
1.11 
0.465 
0.023* 
0.273 
Encouraging the heart; 
5. Celebrates 
milestones 
3.4878 
0.898 
10. Recognizes others' 4.1220 
contributions 0.927 
15. Gives praise for 4.1220 
a job well done 0.748 
20. Gives team appreci- 3.8780 
ation/support 0.842 
25. Finds ways to 3.5854 
celebrate 0.865 
3.5122 
1.165 
3.8293 
1 .160  
3.8293 
1.138 
3.4390 
1.343 
3.4878 
1.121 
-0 .10 
1.14 
1.39 
1.71 
0.41 
0.919 
0 .262  
0.172 
0.095 
0.682 
30. Tells others about 3.9756 
group's work 0.790 
3.7805 
1.255 
0.77 0.444 
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Table D-3. Comparison of coursework in administration and leadership 
practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
Course 
completed 
Mean 
S.D. N 
No 
course 
Mean 
S.D. 
ir-
value 
t-proba' 
bility 
Challenging 34 3.8186 14 3.5238 1.97 0.055 
the process 0.456 0.510 
Inspiring a 35 3.7857 14 3.5476 1.19 0.240 
shared vision 0.641 0.611 
Enabling 35 4.3333 14 4.4524 -0.92 0.362 
others to act 0.446 0.288 
Modeling 34 3.8676 14 3.7143 0.95 0.345 
the way 0.535 0.426 
Encouraging 35 3.8714 14 3.8214 0.24 0.812 
the heart 0.694 0.568 
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Table D-4. Comparison of attendance of administration workshop and 
leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
Workshop 
attended 
Mean 
S.D. 
Not 
attended 
Mean 
S.D. 
t- t-proba-
value bility 
Challenging 24 3.8681 24 3.5972 1.99 0.052 
the process 0.508 0.431 
Inspiring a 24 3.7778 25 3.6600 0.64 0.523 
shared vision 0.754 0.506 
Enabling 24 4.4028 25 4.3333 0.59 0.557 
others to act 0.450 0.370 
Modeling 24 3.8819 24 3.7639 0.81 0.426 
the way 0.613 0.374 
Encouraging 24 4.0278 25 3.6933 1.81 0.078 
the heart 0.766 0.490 
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Table D-5. Comparison of attendance of leadership workshop and 
leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
Workshop 
attended 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Not 
attended 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
va lue 
t-proba 
billty 
Challenging 27 3.8025 21 3.6429 1.13 0.263 
the process 0.557 0.370 
Inspiring a 28 3.8274 21 3.5714 1.41 0.165 
shared vision 0.663 0.581 
Enabling 28 4.4107 21 4.3095 0.86 0.396 
others to act 0.417 0.399 
Modeling 28 3.8393 20 3.8000 0.26 0.794 
the way 0.582 0.388 
Encouraging 28 3.9940 21 3.6746 1.72 0.091 
the heart 0.698 0.559 
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Table D-6. Comparison of administration duties in job description and 
leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
Duties 
included 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Duties 
excluded 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
t-proba' 
bility 
Challenging 26 3.7244 22 3.7424 -0.13 0.899 
the process 0.568 0.381 
Inspiring a 26 3.8269 23 3.5942 1.29 0.204 
shared vision 0.559 0.705 
Enabling 26 4.3974 23 4.3333 0.54 0.589 
others to act 0.395 0.429 
Modeling 26 3.9038 22 3.7273 1.21 0.232 
the way 0.506 0.500 
Encouraging 26 3.9808 23 3.7174 1.42 0.163 
the heart 0.652 0.644 
130 
Table D-7. Comparison of leadership responsibilities in job description 
and leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership 
practice N 
Leadership 
included 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Leadership 
excluded 
Mean 
S.D. 
t-
value 
t-proba' 
bility 
Challenging 17 3.8039 31 3.6935 0.75 0.458 
the process 0.528 0.466 
Inspiring a 17 3.8431 32 3.6510 1.01 0.319 
shared vision 0.641 0.633 
Enabling 17 4.3235 32 4.3906 -0.54 0.589 
others to act 0.488 0.366 
Modeling 17 3.8137 31 3.8280 -0.09 0.927 
the way 0.503 0.515 
Encouraging 17 3.7647 32 3.9062 -0.72 0.477 
the heart .0.685 0.645 
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Table D-8. Analyses of variance between position of faculty member and 
their perceptions of leadership practices of DEOs 
Leadership Full Associate Assistant F-proba' 
practice professor professor professor bllity 
Challenging N 15 14 11 .0581 
the process M 3.8556 3.1667 3.3030 
S.D. .7503 .7071 .9274 
Inspiring a N 15 14 12 .1118 
shared vision M 3.8667 3.1190 3.5417 
S.D. .7379 .8534 1.2105 
Enabling N 15 14 12 .1310 
others to act M 4.1444 3.4643 3.9444 
S.D. .9234 .6862 1.0809 
Modeling N 15 13 12 .1487 
the way M 3.9889 3.3718 3.6667 
S.D. .6530 .7792 1.0125 
Encouraging N 15 14 12 .1603 
the heart M 3.9778 3.2619 3.6806 
S.D. .7737 .9534 1.2319 
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Table D-9. Correlation between the number of years faculty member has 
worked in current department and leadership practices 
Leadership Correlation Proba-
practice coefficient bility 
Challenging .2831 .038 
the process 
Inspiring a .1992 .106 
shared vision 
Enabling .2714 .043 
others to act 
Modeling .2216 .085 
the way 
Encouraging .1881 .119 
the heart 
/ 
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Table D-10. Correlation between the number of years faculty member has 
worked with current DEO and leadership practices 
Leadership Correlation Proba-
practice coefficient bility 
Challenging .1089 .252 
the process 
Inspiring a -.0053 .487 
shared vision 
Enabling .0815 .306 
others to act 
Modeling .1133 .243 
the way 
Encouraging .0293 .428 
the heart 
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